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In this PhD, we examine how experiences with sexism affect women’s social 
relationships with other women. We assess the role played by tolerance of sexism in the 
workplace, including perceptions of tolerance of sexism at the peer-, manager-, and policy-
level. Chapter 1 provides a review of the literature on devaluated group members’ responses 
to stigma on their relationship with other members of their groups and highlight the role of 
context on the effect of stigma on interpersonal relationships. Chapter 2 reports secondary 
analyses of existing data to examine the how tolerance of gender devaluation (sexualised 
harassment and non-sexualised sexism) moderates the impact of sexism on women’s 
psychological wellbeing. Chapter 3 reports a series of studies with working women, focusing 
on the effects of perceived peer, leader, and policy tolerance of sexism on women’s affiliation 
with female co-workers. Chapter 4 describes a pilot study and a laboratory experiment where 
we orthogonally manipulated exposure to sexism and peer tolerance of sexism. Our results 
show some inconsistencies but overall support the idea that organizational tolerance of 
gender devaluation plays an important role in women’s wellbeing and social responses to 
sexism. We summarize and integrate the findings across the three empirical chapters and 
discuss implications of theory and practice in Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 1. A Review of Literature 
 Sexism can be defined as negative attitudes and beliefs that individuals hold about 
women as a group (Crawford & Unger, 2004). According to Swim and Hyers (2009), sexism 
is not only an attitude held by individuals, it is also reflected in organisational, institutional, 
and cultural practises and underpins inequalities between men and women in a range of 
domains. Regardless of whether sexism comes from specific individuals or from institutions, 
it has detrimental effects on those who experience it. For example, previous research has 
shown that such experiences affect women’s psychological and physical wellbeing (Barreto 
& Ellemers, 2013; Harnois & Bastos, 2018). In a daily dairy study, Swim et al. (2001) found 
that sexist incidents in day to day life lowered psychological comfort, decreased self-esteem, 
and increased feelings of depression. Other work shows that women who are exposed to 
gender discrimination at work are more likely to show signs of physical distress, such as 
stomach ulcers and high blood pressure, as well as of psychological distress, including 
depression and sleeping disorders, than women who do not report experiences with gender 
discrimination (Goldenhar et al., 1998).  
 Although much is already known about how sexism affects women’s psychological 
wellbeing, task performance, and even occupational choices, its impact on interpersonal 
relationships has so far received relatively little empirical attention. There is some work on 
how sexism impacts women’s perceptions, attitudes, and behaviours towards other women, 
but the majority of this work conceptualizes women as a social group, not as individuals 
(Derks, Ellemers et al., 2011; Derks, Van Laar et al., 2011; Faniko et al., 2016; Faniko et al., 
2017). That is, the impact of sexism on women’s interpersonal relationships has received less 
empirical attention than the impact of sexism on more group-level indicators of sociality, 
such as group identification or collective action. Though group-level relationships are 
important aspects of one’s social life, a more complete understanding of the impact of stigma 
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on social relationships needs to additionally examine interpersonal relationships, 
conceptualized here as the relationship between individual women, rather than women’s 
relationship with the social group of ‘women’ as a whole. Different mechanisms have been 
proposed by researchers studying interpersonal relationships compared to those advanced by 
research on relationships at the group level (e.g., women’s perceptions of other women as a 
whole). Given that research on the impact of prejudice on social relationships has tended to 
develop within separate research traditions, often focusing on different types of social 
relationships and on different mechanisms, this review aims to integrate knowledge from 
these various perspectives to contribute to developing insights on the impact of sexism on 
women’s relationships with each other. In this chapter, we will first clarify why the focus on 
social relationships is important and then review current knowledge in this area, ending with 
an overview of the empirical chapters of this thesis.  
1.1. The Importance of Social Relationships  
 Social relationships are fundamental for individual health and wellbeing (Bowen et 
al., 2014). Empirical studies show that having high (vs. low) quality social relationships 
throughout the lifespan links to better emotional and physical health (House et al., 1988). 
High quality social relationships are specifically related to stronger cardiovascular 
functioning, improved mental health, and greater life satisfaction (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; 
House et al. 1988; Holt-Lunstad et al., 2003). By contrast, loneliness and social isolation 
often cause psychological anxiety and physical ill health (Rook, 2001; Holt-Lunstad et al., 
2010). Research has also shown that individuals need more metabolic resources when dealing 
with threat alone than when they are with close others (Coan & Sbarra, 2015). From this 
point of view, social relationships might be considered not only as a psychological need, but 
also as a biological need for survival (Fagundes et al., 2011; Hawkley & Capitanio, 2015).  
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 Along with being a fundamental source for general health and wellbeing, social 
relationships have an effect on individuals’ work life. For example, studies pointed out a 
positive correlation between having high quality social relationships with work colleagues 
(peers and managers) and job satisfaction (Dutton & Ragin, 2007; Einersan et al., 2011). 
Additionally, high quality work relationships are associated with positive emotions (Colbert 
et al., 2016). In addition to benefiting individuals’ work life, social relationships are 
important for the success of organisations.  For instance, social relationships at work enhance 
work productivity (Dutton & Ragins, 2007; Einersan at al., 2011) and organisational 
commitment (Hanpachern et al., 1998).  
 Social relationships are not just important in themselves, but they are also known to 
be an important resource to cope with negative and stressful experiences (Cohen & Wills, 
1985; Frisch et al, 2014; Jetten et al, 2012) and this might be especially the case for women 
(Taylor et al., 2000). For example, women are more likely than men to report a desire for 
social affiliation under conditions of stress (Luckow et al., 1998), and specifically express a 
desire to affiliate with other women to cope with stress (Taylor et al., 2000). More broadly, 
research shows that informal relationships among people who share an identity at work link 
to positive outcomes, such as work productivity (Bridge & Baxter, 1992; Myers & Johnson, 
2004). This is likely to be particularly the case for members of minority groups, for whom 
interactions with outgroup members are not always positive (Hays, 1989; Jones, 1991; Yip at 
al., 2013). This points to the possibility that social relationships might function as an 
important resource for women to cope with sexism.  
 In sum, there is by now ample evidence demonstrating the importance of social 
relationships generally, as well as specifically in the workplace, or specifically for women. 
The evidence suggests that social relationships are strong determinants of wellbeing, both 
directly and as an important resource to cope with stressors. However, much of this work 
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neglects the possibility that social relationships might themselves be negatively affected by 
stressors. For example, social support might be key when dealing with stressors like cancer, 
HIV, or domestic violence (Galván et al., 2009; Asante, 2012; Kroenke, 2013), but these 
illnesses or events can in themselves impair social relationships and, in turn, make social 
support less available (Thompson et al., 2000; Levendosky et al., 2004). Specifically, with 
regard to sexism, social relationships can only function as a resource to cope with sexism if 
women’s social relationships are not, in themselves, damaged by exposure to sexism. This is 
as yet unknown, as little attention has been paid so far to whether or not exposure to sexism 
can negatively affect social relationships, thereby impairing their ability to function as a 
positive resource. 
1.2. Social Relationships with Ingroup Members  
Belonging to a devalued group can affect social relationships in various ways and 
with various ‘others’, such as in-group and out-group members, or individuals whose group 
membership is not salient or readily identifiable. Work on this topic is not as vast as, for 
example, work on the psychological impact of stigma (see Barreto & Ellemers, 2015 for a 
review), but there is already some relevant work to examine. Some of this work focuses on 
the direct aim of this thesis, i.e., how stigma (or experience with prejudice and 
discrimination) is associated with social behaviour (particularly interpersonal behaviour) 
towards ingroup members. This work forms the core of my literature review. However, there 
is also work pertaining to other types of relationships (e.g. relationships with outgroup 
members) that is relevant to examine, as it can help us move forward in this area.  
In this chapter, we review two separate literatures: The first focuses on the impact of 
stigma on groups and collective identities. This literature draws heavily on the social identity 
tradition and prioritises the examination of social relationships at the group level. The second 
body of work we review here focuses on how stigma impacts interpersonal relationships and 
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tends to draw from the close relationships literature, linking the impact of stigma such as 
negative affect, low self-esteem to the psychological predictors of high quality interpersonal 
relationships.  
Social psychological understanding of how devaluated group members respond to 
prejudice and discrimination has been strongly influenced by social identity theory (Tajfel & 
Turner, 1986). This theory proposes that individuals’ social identities (which they derive 
from their social group memberships) are important to their sense of self and, crucially, that 
the value (or devaluation) attached to those group memberships can be threatening to the 
individual’s identity (Tajfel, 1981). For example, if a group is valued, the membership of this 
group is desirable and facilitates a positive sense of individual and collective self. However, 
when a group is devalued or socially stigmatised, the positivity of one’s identity is threatened 
and this, in turn, causes stress to individuals (Miller & Major, 2000; Miller & Kaiser, 2001; 
Bombay et al., 2014).  
 Research in the social identity tradition has shown that members of devalued groups 
can respond to devaluation in a variety of ways (e.g., Branscombe & Ellemers, 1998). For 
example, when threatened, members of devalued groups often draw to each other and away 
from members of other groups (Haslam & Reicher, 2006), and the extent to which 
individuals perceive themselves and their group to be targets of discrimination is positively 
associated with ingroup identification (Branscombe et al., 1999; Jetten et al., 2001). At the 
same time, however, research has shown that being targeted by prejudice and discrimination 
can negatively affect individual’s close interpersonal relationships (e.g., with friends, 
romantic partners and family) (Doyle & Molix, 2014a, 2014b, 2015b). For example, research 
has demonstrated that stress caused by stigma can impair social relationship functioning even 
with others who belong to the same social group (e.g., within gay couples) (Doyle & Molix, 
2015b). Prior work therefore suggests that individuals can respond to social stigma by 
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distancing themselves from their stigmatised identity and other ingroup members, but also by 
doing the exact opposite, i.e., by identifying with the ingroup or drawing together with 
ingroup members. These two behavioural reactions are what in this thesis we label as 
‘distancing’ versus ‘drawing together.’  
1.2.1. Distancing versus Drawing Together: Explaining the Taxonomy 
 In this review, we will therefore use the terms ‘distancing’ and ‘drawing together’ to 
organize existing findings and refer to these different patterns of response to stigmatization. 
Though it might appear that these two patterns of responses are merely two ends of the same 
continuum, in reality not all measures are able to reveal both patterns with equal clarity. For 
example, measures of support for collective action are much better able to reveal intentions to 
draw together (versus not), since no support for collective action does not necessarily indicate 
distancing. Alternatively, measures tapping into self-descriptions more easily reveal 
distancing than would measures of collective action. It therefore makes sense to separate the 
following review in this way hoping that it will help organize the inconsistencies in existing 
findings, while still acknowledging that this taxonomy might not suit the available data 
perfectly. 
Early theorizing about the impact of stigma describes the ‘self-hatred hypothesis’, i.e., 
the idea that stigmatised people internalise the high status (or dominant) group’s stigmatizing 
view of their group (Allport, 1954; Fanon, 1952). To avoid or address this self-hatred (or 
self-stigma), individuals would often feel the need to distance themselves from the group. 
Social identity theory describes this identity management strategy as ‘individual mobility,’ a 
strategy that relies on the boundaries between groups being perceived as permeable, or on an 
individual’s ability to pass from one group to another (Ellemers, 1993; Tajfel & Turner, 
1979). Individual mobility is described as a behavioural strategy, but there is also recognition 
that it can constitute a psychological strategy, where individuals are unable to leave the group 
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altogether (e.g., when group memberships are visible and hard to change) but they do so by 
psychologically distancing themselves and dis-identifying from the group (Ellemers et al., 
1997; Ellemers & Van Laar, 2010). It is important to note that while this strategy can protect 
from negative affect towards one’s personal self, it can be associated with negative affect 
towards one’s ingroup, which is also a form of self-hate (or self-stigma, e.g., Corrigan & 
Calabrese, 2005). 
 Individual mobility is just one way in which members of low status or stigmatized 
groups can respond to threatened identities. Still according to social identity theory, under 
some circumstances, stigmatised group members prefer to unite with other in-group members 
and to act collectively with them instead of leaving the group behind (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; 
Taylor & McKirnan, 1984). For example, if stigmatised group members believe that they can 
change the way their in-group is valued by competing with the out-group (i.e., unstable status 
relationships), or that the group’s status is illegitimate, they are more likely to come together 
with other in-group members than to use social mobility to cope with low group status (or 
with discrimination) (Branscombe & Ellemers, 1998).  
 Though the social identity tradition did not deal much with interpersonal 
relationships, how these strategies might relate to interpersonal relationships becomes clearer 
by considering the model proposed by Branscombe et al. (2011). Inspired by the social 
identity framework, these authors divided the strategies individuals use to cope with stigma 
into two categories: ‘Moving away’ from and ‘moving towards’ the ingroup. They explain 
that ‘moving away’ strategies are those through which members of devaluated groups 
distance themselves from their ingroup either by getting closer to outgroup members or by 
identifying with the outgroup in general (akin to individual mobility). For instance, Weiss 
and Lang (2012) found that, to avoid facing discrimination based on age, old people often 
distance themselves from other old people by saying that they are actually younger than they 
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look. Like individual mobility, what this set of strategies have in common is that they reduce 
identity threat to the individual self rather than reducing the threat to the ingroup as a whole. 
On the other hand, ‘moving towards’ represents drawing together with in-group members. 
For example, when women in gender segregated workplaces see their negative experiences as 
a result of being women they report greater identification with other women than when they 
do not perceive that these negative experiences are due to discrimination against their gender 
(Redensdorff et al., 2004). Though firmly based in the social identity approach, this 
classification focuses slightly more directly on how coping with stigma relates to an 
individual’s position not only vis-a-vis their group, but also in relation to individual in-group 
and out-group members. 
 This type of taxonomy focused on social responses to stigma can be seen as sharing 
some characteristics with other taxonomies that are worth considering because they bring 
additional relevant insights in this context. For example, a classic distinction made by 
Cannon (1932) was that between ‘flight’ and ‘fight’ responses to threat. Flight responses 
represent distancing oneself from threats, which in situations of stigma could be the group 
identity itself; though it is certainly not necessarily (only) this—other examples could include 
disassociating from a same race peer (Neuberg et al., 1994) or leaving the context where 
stigmatization happened. On the other hand, fight responses consist of addressing the threat 
directly, attempting to eliminate it. Drawing towards in-group members can be done with the 
aim of organizing collective action to fight against the threat of devaluation and might 
therefore be considered a ‘fight’ response (for example, solidarity with the group; Klein & 
Azzi, 2001). Of course, stigmatized group members do not necessarily appraise the ingroup 
as the threat—they might, instead, appraise the person (or people) stigmatizing them as the 
threat. Also, one cannot assume what qualifies as fighting—drawing to the group is not 
necessarily followed by any fighting response, as the ‘tend and befriend’ model also suggests 
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(Taylor et al., 2000). Despite the limitations to this parallel, this taxonomy helps us become 
aware of the fight and flight elements resulting from exposure to a stressor (in this case, 
sexism) that can be associated with drawing together or distancing from the ingroup.  
Blascovich and Tomaka (1996), in turn, speak of ‘threat’ and ‘challenge’ responses, 
which also have similarities with the idea of distancing and drawing together responses, 
respectively (also see Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). According to them, if a stigmatised group 
member perceives discrimination as a threat, they are less likely to behave productively, such 
as by performing less well on a task (Schmader et al., 2008; Shapiro & Neuberg, 2007). For 
example, when women were reminded of their gender (with women stereotypically assumed 
to be weaker at maths), they performed more poorly on a maths task than when they were not 
reminded of their gender (Shih et al., 1999; Spencer et al., 1999). One could suggest that 
threat appraisals are unlikely to be associated with responses that change the status quo (such 
as collective action). In contrast, appraisals of discrimination as a challenge can be facilitated 
by ingroup support and can also motivate actions that change the status quo. For example, 
research has shown that sometimes people re-affirm the value of their group rather than the 
value of their individual self to cope with a group threat (i.e., group affirmation; Blascovich 
et al., 2001; Derks et al., 2009, 2011; Sherman et al., 2007). This clarifies that the way the 
stressor is appraised can modify responses to stress, as well as that social relationships can 
intervene in this process both as a facilitator of particular responses (a resource) and as an 
outcome (a coping strategy).   
 Because our work is focused on understanding the impact of stigma (specifically 
sexism) on interpersonal behaviour amongst members of the stigmatized group (specifically 
women), the distinction between drawing together and distancing is followed as a taxonomy 
for this thesis. It is however useful to keep in mind that there is some overlap with other 
taxonomies, as well as some key differences between them.  
 18 
1.2.2. Evidence for Distancing  
 As described in the previous section, women might respond to sexism by distancing 
themselves from other women. One source of confusion in this area is that what can broadly 
qualify as ‘distancing’ is very diverse and varies in critical ways. For example, researchers 
studying self-group distancing have examined how experiences of sexism impact how 
women relate to women as a whole (e.g., how similar they see themselves to the typical 
woman, Derks, van Laar, et al., 2011; to what extent they identify with other women, 
Branscombe et al., 1999), the extent to which women use stereotypically feminine versus 
masculine traits to describe themselves (Derks, Ellemers et al., 2011; Faniko et al., 2016; 
Faniko et al., 2017), and women's evaluations of their subordinates (Derks, Ellemers et al., 
2011; Derks, van Laar et al., 2011; Faniko et al., 2016, 2017). It is also unclear whether 
existing findings reveal genuine or self-presentational responses. That is, distancing from in-
group members can be purely self-presentational, meaning that women might try to present 
themselves less like women ‘for show,’ while still privately identifying with women as a 
social group. It is also possible, however, that women genuinely feel less close to other 
women after exposure to sexism. In what follows we review evidence for two broad 
categories of distancing responses: Explicit (direct) self-distancing from other women and 
distancing from stereotypes.  
 1.2.2.1. Explicit (Direct) Self-Distancing from Other Women. The most direct 
evidence of distancing might be argued to be that of a group member walking or sitting away 
from another ingroup member when stigma is salient. This is similar to what was found by 
Cohen and Garcia (2005), when they found that members of a racial minority group sat 
further away from ingroup members during a maths task at which they were stereotypically 
expected to be inferior. To my knowledge, no research has as yet provided similarly direct 
evidence in the realm of gender (except van Breen et al., manuscript in preparation). In this 
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area, studies providing evidence for distancing tend to use less behavioural indicators, which 
nevertheless still communicate distancing fairly directly, such as reduced gender 
identification. 
 Ely (1994) showed that women working in organizations with few senior women 
(and where presumably women were devalued) displayed more of these behaviours compared 
to organizations with many women in senior positions. This distancing was specifically 
indicated by reduced gender identification, perceiving senior women as less legitimate role 
models, greater perceived competition with female peers, and reporting less support from 
female peers. A more recent study again examined the role of workplace gender composition 
and went further by investigating whether gender identification, instead of an indicator of 
distancing, could actually function as a moderator of distancing behaviour (Kaiser & 
Spalding, 2015). This is in accordance with previous studies within the social identity 
tradition that pointed out that low identifiers are less likely to be loyal to their in-group when 
they experience identity threat than are high identifiers (e.g., Doosje et al., 1995). In this 
study, Kaiser and Spalding (2015) operationalized distancing as providing more help to male 
over female subordinates and as explicitly stating a preference for working with a male 
versus a female subordinate. These authors found gender neutrality in conditions of balanced 
gender composition, but when women were under-represented, highly identified women 
favoured women, whereas weakly identified women favoured men.  
 Gender under-representation is an important form of gender identity threat, but even 
in environments where women are under-represented there is variation in the extent to which 
women experience gender-based threat due to, for example, sexual harassment and 
derogatory remarks, among others. Veldman et al. (2020) used a daily diary study to 
investigate whether distancing in a male dominated environment (a military academy) was 
moderated by reported gender identity threat. Distancing was operationalised in this study as 
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a combination of downplaying one’s gender, avoiding contact with and attention to other 
women (in general), and being unhappy about being a woman in the military. These authors 
found that on the days when women reported more gender identity threat they were more 
likely to report distancing from other women than on the days when they reported less gender 
identity threat.  
Bergsieker et al. (2020) went a bit closer to examining actual social behaviour, by 
investigating men’s and women’s befriending patterns in Science, Technology, Engineering, 
and Math (STEM) compared to female dominated fields through friendship requests on social 
media site (LinkedIn and Facebook). Their experimental studies showed that only women in 
STEM fields (and not men or women in female dominated fields) avoided sending friendship 
invitations to other women who were described in stereotypically feminine terms (vs. STEM-
stereotypic terms). This was also only the case for women with weaker professional 
networks, which can be seen to suggest that it is motivated by reputational concerns that 
better-connected women do not have to the same degree. The authors explain that this is akin 
to a fear of ‘stigma by association’ (Neuberg et al., 1994; Pryor et al., 2012), in which women 
might make themselves vulnerable to gender stereotypes through associating with 
stereotypically feminine women and might wish to prevent this by avoiding being seen as 
friends with these stereotypically feminine women. It is, of course, also possible that women 
with weaker professional networks are just also less socially skilled, or more socially 
anxious, and therefore more vulnerable to responding to sexism by distancing themselves 
from other women. Nevertheless, these findings again stress the importance of gender 
composition of the workplace and add to this the insight that reputational concerns might be 
key to this effect, in that women might be distancing themselves from other women to 
present themselves as suitable professionals in their male dominated area of work. 
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1.2.2.2. Self-Distancing from Stereotypes of Women. Individuals can also try to 
distance from the in-group (and its members) in a more indirect way, for example by 
stressing how they, individually, differ from what is deemed to be stereotypical of the 
ingroup, or how similar they are to what is deemed to be stereotypical of the outgroup. Again, 
this distancing response can be used as a reaction to prejudice and discrimination. For 
example, Hindustani workers at a Dutch company in the Netherlands presented themselves as 
more stereotypically Dutch when they were exposed to ethnic bias than in control conditions 
(Derks et al., 2015).  In the context of gender, women have been found to show distancing 
‘behaviour’ by describing themselves in more masculine than feminine terms to respond to 
gender related stereotypes or discrimination (Ellemers et al., 2004). In a similar vein, women 
in managerial positions described themselves with more masculine terms than they described 
their female subordinates (Deks, Ellemers et al., 2011; Derks, Van Laar et al., 2011; Faniko 
et al., 2016; Faniko et al., 2017). This specific distancing ‘behaviour,’ through stereotypical 
self-descriptions, is also known as ‘Queen Bee’ behaviour. Also with regard to stereotypical 
self-descriptions, the literature suggests that there are factors that moderate this effect, 
specifically gender composition of the workplace and identification with the gender ingroup.  
 First, as was the case with the indicators of distancing reviewed in the prior section, 
whether or not women respond to sexism by modifying the gender stereotypicality of their 
self-descriptions depends on the gender composition of the context. Most research on the 
Queen Bee phenomenon has been carried out in male dominated work environments. In fact, 
Derks, et al. (2016) suggest that distancing behaviour occurs particularly amongst women in 
high positions in male dominated fields and is driven by the underrepresentation of women in 
higher positions in these fields, together with the pervasiveness of sexism in the workplace. It 
is, of course, also important to note that in male dominated environments there are fewer 
women to engage with than in female dominated environments, and this might also affect the 
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availability of suitable interaction partners. However, much of this work was not conducted 
with actual behavioural measures, or even with measures directly tapping into the quantity or 
quality of interpersonal interactions, so this availability issue does not account for most of the 
effects documented.  
 Second, consistent with the social identity approach, and as was also the case for the 
more direct distancing indicators reviewed in the prior section, gender identification 
moderates the extent to which women respond to sexism by de-emphasising the applicability 
of gender stereotypes to themselves. Specifically, after experiencing sexism at work, women 
whose identification with their gender was lower reported more masculine self-descriptions 
than did women who identified highly with their gender group (Derks, Van Laar et al., 2011; 
Derks, Ellemers et al., 2011).  
 Distance from ingroup members can also be achieved by stressing the difference 
between the self and other ingroup members particularly in areas where the ingroup is 
expected to be inferior. For example, early work on the Queen Bee phenomenon showed that 
senior women under-estimated the work commitment of female subordinates compared to 
senior men, and compared to the commitment that male and female subordinates reported 
(Ellemers et al., 2004). Following from this, subsequent studies examined senior women’s 
career commitment compared to how they perceived the career commitment of junior women 
(Derks, Van Laar, et al., 2011; Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Faniko et al., 2016, 2017). These 
studies showed that female managers distanced themselves from junior women in 
organizations by ranking junior women’s career commitment as lower than their own, 
especially when being a woman was not an important part of their identity. Interestingly, 
senior women estimated the career commitment of other women on the same rank as 
themselves as similar to their own (Faniko et al., 2016, 2017), demonstrating that when 
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women are at the same hierarchical level, they do not necessarily distance themselves from 
each other—they might, instead, draw together. 
 A more indirect way through which distancing can occur is by stressing within group 
variability (“we are not all the same”), which dilutes stereotypes and consequently their 
applicability to the self. For example, Doosje et al. (1995) investigated identification with the 
ingroup and judgements of in-group variability among members of high and low status 
groups.  They found that members of low status groups reported less similarity amongst in-
group members when they identified weakly (vs. strongly) with the ingroup. Identification 
did not affect perceived ingroup variability among members of high status groups.  
 Research has also looked at how some of these distancing behaviours are perceived 
by others. First, there is evidence that distancing behaviours from senior women are hurtful to 
more junior women. For example, Sterk et al. (2018) investigated how senior women (vs. 
men) who endorsed masculine self-descriptions (as well as endorsing gender stereotypes and 
denying discrimination) were perceived by and affected junior women. The results showed 
that men who endorsed these descriptions and beliefs were perceived as sexist, but women 
were not. Nevertheless, both men and women who endorsed these descriptions and beliefs 
elicited more negative affect in participants to whom they had given negative feedback than 
men and women who did not endorse these beliefs. This suggests that (senior) women’s 
distancing behaviours can be particularly negative because these behaviours negatively affect 
subordinates, but are not always easily recognised as problematic (see also Barreto & 
Ellemers, 2005a, 2005b).  
Second, there is evidence that stigmatized group members are right in worrying about 
the reputational damage that can emerge from associating with other ingroup members. 
Indeed, Shapiro et al. (2011) showed white participants pictures of a black man who was 
either portrayed with a white friend or with a black friend. White participants stated a social 
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preference for the black person portrayed with the white friend relative to the black person 
portrayed with the black friend. However, this has not been examined in the realm of gender. 
1.2.2.3. Conclusion. In sum, the studies reviewed in this section show that women 
can distance themselves from other women by directly downplaying their gender identity, by 
emphasizing how they differ from stereotypes of women, or by drawing attention to how 
diverse women are. This is done primarily as a response to discrimination, if the context is 
predominantly male, and if women identify weakly with their gender. These studies also 
suggest that reputational concerns can underlie this behaviour and that these concerns might 
be justified. Finally, there is some evidence that this behaviour is damaging to other women. 
Though none of this research has examined actual relationships, or even actual behaviour, it 
does suggest that women’s relationships to their identities as women, or to other women as a 
group, can be damaged by sexism. 
1.2.3. Evidence for Drawing together 
 The preceding review highlights evidence of self-group distancing but also makes 
clear that self-group distancing does not always happen. Indeed, research has documented 
numerous examples of women not derogating other women, or even expressing solidarity 
towards other women. In addition, while the prior section summarized some evidence of 
women responding to gender bias by derogating women, there is also evidence that women 
actively reject gender bias, even when this is very subtle (de Lemus et al., 2013; Van Breen et 
al., 2018). In fact, women can respond to discrimination by engaging in precisely the 
opposite behaviour—i.e., by getting close to other women and, potentially, drawing together 
as a group. For instance, there is some evidence that group members can respond to 
intergroup conflict (vs. no conflict) by evaluating the in-group more positively, identifying 
with the in-group more strongly, and making more contributions to the group, often at 
personal cost (Blake et al., 1964; Bornstein, 2003; Brewer, 2001; Barreto & Ellemers, 2000; 
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Quwerkerk et al., 2000). This is the kind of response that we consider here under the label of 
‘drawing together.’ The next sections summarise evidence for drawing together as a response 
to discrimination, focusing on indicators that are relevant to the understanding of social 
relationships: In-group identification and supporting women.  
 1.2.3.1. Ingroup Identification. Identification with in-group members is an example 
of an outcome that is more clearly able to demonstrate drawing together than distancing 
responses because low identification (or decrease in identification) does not necessarily 
indicate dis-identification (see Becker & Tausch, 2014 for the distinction between low 
identification and dis-identification). According to Becker and Tausch (2014), identification 
represents a positive motivational state that anticipates positive behavioural intentions 
towards the ingroup, while dis-identification represents a negative motivational state that 
anticipates negative behavioural intentions towards the ingroup. Measures of identification 
include items that are indicative of how the person relates to the group as a whole, be it 
cognitively (“I identify with, or am similar to”) or more affectively (“I feel solidarity with”; 
e.g., Leach et al., 2008). However, measures of dis-identification include items that are 
indicative of how the person feel detachment, dissatisfaction, and dissimilarity of ingroup 
from the self (e.g. “I feel a distance between myself and this group”, “I regret that I belong to 
this group”, “I am completely different from other members of this group”; e.g., Becker & 
Tausch, 2014). In addition, dis-identification and low identification have different outcomes. 
For example, dis-identification has been shown to result in disengagement (Jasinskaja et al., 
2009) and distancing from the ingroup (Verkuyten & Yildiz, 2007). Instead, group 
identification in response to discrimination is likely to facilitate group coordination and 
efficacy, and thereby enable collective responses that challenge the status quo (Van Zomeren, 
2013; Wright et al., 1990). Therefore, understanding effects of stigma on group identification 
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is very relevant to the understanding of how women draw together with other women in their 
social relationships at the group level.  
 Work on the ‘rejection-identification model’ suggests that when members of devalued 
groups perceive group-based discrimination they can identify more strongly with the 
devalued ingroup, and that this protects their wellbeing (Branscombe et al., 1999). 
Branscombe et al. (1999) specifically examined whether attributions to racial prejudice 
affected racial group identification in African American participants. They indeed found that 
the more racial minorities attributed their negative experiences to racial prejudice, the more 
strongly they identified with the members of their own racial minority groups (see Jetten et 
al., 2001 for experimental evidence among people with body piercing).  It has been suggested 
that this might happen because attributions to discrimination create stress that is perceived as 
shared by all ingroup members and this sense of shared experience enhances group 
identification (Haslam & Reicher, 2006).  
 1.2.3.2. Supporting Women. Stigmatised group members might choose to challenge, 
instead of accepting, stereotypes about their group, or to challenge the social hierarchy that 
disadvantages them (Steele et al., 2002; Keller, 2007; Leach & Livingston, 2015). For 
example, after being exposed to gender bias, women have been found to express enhanced 
willingness to work for the advancement of their female subordinates and to show more 
support for initiatives targeting equal opportunities for men and women at work (Derks, Van 
Laar, et al., 2011). However, this effect was only found for women who strongly identified 
with their gender, not for low identifiers.  
Other research showed that, regardless of levels of gender identification, women 
managers responded to sexism by endorsing gender quotas at the managerial level, but not at 
the level of their subordinates (Faniko et al., 2016; 2017). One can argue that this show of 
solidarity with managerial women was partly self-interested, since participants were 
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themselves managerial women--this could also explain why this effect was not moderated by 
gender identification. 
 Women’s support for other women is enhanced by perceived collective deprivation, 
but group disadvantage is sometimes erroneously perceived as personal deprivation. 
Recognition of group deprivation is essential for collective action (Ellemers, 2002; Smith & 
Ortiz, 2002; Wright & Tropp, 2002). If devalued group members are aware that they face 
group-based discrimination they experience anger, which in turn motivates them to join 
collective action (Van Zomeren et al., 2004). However, devalued group members are not 
always aware of group-level deprivation. For example, sexism can take very subtle forms that 
are difficult to recognise, which impairs collective responses to sexism (Ellemers & Barreto, 
2009). Research has shown that women are more likely to claim that unequal gender 
treatment is illegitimate when they are disadvantaged both personally and as a group (Stroebe 
et al., 2009). 
 Work on self-affirmation has also shown that people can respond to personal threats 
by affirming their personal sense of self (Steele, 1988). In a similar vein, but at the collective 
level, researchers have found that affirming valued aspects of the ingroup’s identity reduces 
the negative impact of group failure (Derks et al., 2006). For example, Derks et al., (2009) 
demonstrated that for high identifiers with their gender, women who are provided group 
affirmation are more likely to work for the group than women who are provided self-
affirmation. In a similar vein, for women who strongly identify with their gender, group 
affirmation turns identity threat to challenge and leads women to work for their group (Derks 
et al., 2011). In addition, researchers have also examined women’s support for other women’s 
agentic responses to sexism (such as protest, or the confrontation of perpetrators) and found 
that these are generally positive, especially if the female perceivers perceive sexism to be 
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pervasive (Garcia et al., 2010; Kahn et al., 2016) and are low on benevolent sexism (Kahn et 
al., 2021).  
1.2.3.3. Conclusion. This section summarizes evidence for ‘drawing together’ in 
response to discrimination, be it by strengthening gender identification, by expressing support 
for other women, or by showing willingness to support actions in favour of gender equality. 
Gender identification has also been shown to moderate some of these effects, but not very 
consistently.   
1.2.4. Inconsistencies and Gaps in Research on the Impact of Sexism on Women’s 
Relationships 
 The above review highlights evidence for both distancing and drawing together in 
response to sexism. Though the evidence seems, at first, contradictory (some studies show 
that women come together in the face of sexism, some studies show the opposite), it is 
important to note that, as already pointed out, some measures are better able to reveal 
distancing/drawing together than others, limiting the extent to which results can be replicated 
across studies. Importantly, there are likely to be factors that moderate the link between 
exposure to sexism and women’s social relationships. Indeed, studies have found that gender 
identification moderates whether or not women distance themselves from other women in 
sexist environments (Derks, Van Laar, et al., 2011; Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Faniko et 
al., 2016, 2017). Other factors might play a similar role—one of them will be explored later 
on in this chapter (i.e., environmental tolerance of sexism).  
 An important gap in this area is that it rarely focuses on actual behaviour—as we have 
seen above, most studies measure self-descriptions, impressions of others, or behavioural 
intentions, but not actual behaviour. Another important gap is that past work in this area tends 
to mainly focus on relationships between the individual and the collective—that is, most 
studies involve women rating other ‘female colleagues’ as a whole or providing impressions 
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about women’s career commitment (e.g., Ely, 1994; Ellmers et al., 2004; Derks, Van Laar, 
2011; Derks, Ellemers, 2011). In this sense, this literature treats women as interchangeable 
individuals with whom one might or not wish to interact. While this has led us to learn a great 
deal about how sexism impacts women’s leaning towards other women, as a whole, we still 
know very little about how it might affect women’s social behaviour, or their ability to 
develop and maintain well-functioning interpersonal relationships.  
 Research examining different forms of prejudice has already provided some evidence 
for the impact of stigma on interpersonal relationships. For example, social stigma against 
sexual minorities has been found to have deleterious effects on the quality and functioning of 
social relationships among friends, family members, and friends (Doyle & Molix, 2014a, 
2014b, 2015b). While a focus on group-level relationships logically implies a focus on group-
level mechanisms (as has been done so far in most research on the social consequences of 
sexism), research focusing on interpersonal relationships incorporates psychological variables 
such as self-image, affect, and social appraisals. That is, to examine the impact of stigma on 
interpersonal relationships (rather than group-level relationships) one needs to account for 
how stigma cognitively and affectively impacts the individual and how this, in turn, affects 
interpersonal relationships. To do so, we need to consider both the impact of stigma on 
psychological states and the psychology of interpersonal relationships.  
1.3. The Psychological Impact of Stigma and Its Role in Interpersonal Interactions 
 Research has shown that having an identity that is stigmatized by others impacts an 
individual’s psychological mind-frame in a range of ways. Some of these psychological states 
have been shown to be important predictors of poor relationship functioning (Murray et al., 
2000, 2006; Wood et al., 2009); for example, it is known that experiences with deprivation 
and discrimination elicit anger (for a review see Barreto & Ellemers, 2013) and in turn anger 
has been found to decrease trust in others (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005). That is, considering 
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the psychological effects of stigma provides important information about the mind-frame 
from which a stigmatized group member anticipates or enters social interactions. In this 
section, we review some of the psychological effects of stigma that are relevant to the 
understanding of interpersonal relationships.  
 So, what are these psychological effects? Blatant instances of sexism are often 
associated with anger and frustration (for a review see Barreto & Ellemers, 2013) and can 
make stigmatized group members disinclined to interact with outgroup members on future 
occasions (Tropp, 2003). Research has also consistently demonstrated that women who report 
experiencing sexism also report increased anxiety and depression (Landrine et al., 1995; 
Kobrynowicz & Branscombe, 1997; Klonoff et al., 2000; Swim et al., 2001; Barreto & 
Ellemers, 2005a), lowered self-confidence and personal self-esteem (Swim et al., 2001; 
Schmitt et al., 2002; Major et al., 2013), and greater rejection sensitivity (London et al., 
2012). Although members of stigmatized groups can at times cope with prejudice in ways 
that protect them from these negative psychological effects (Croker & Major, 1989), this is 
not always the case. Importantly, these psychological states strongly influence interpersonal 
relationships.   
 In a nutshell, the psychological mind-set created by anxiety, low personal self-esteem, 
and rejection sensitivity is usually associated with poor relationship functioning (Murray et 
al., 2000, 2006; Erol & Orth, 2013, 2016; Harris & Orth, 2020). Indeed, personal self-esteem 
is one of the strongest indicators of healthy interpersonal relationship functioning. Some 
work has shown that people seek connections with others to a similar extent irrespective of 
having low or high personal self-esteem (Anthony et al., 2007). However, personal self-
esteem affects the expectations people bring to social interactions and how interactions 
unfold. Specifically, individuals with low personal self-esteem tend to associate interpersonal 
interactions with the risk of rejection, whereas individuals with high personal self-esteem 
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think of social interactions as opportunities to be liked (Stinson et al., 2014). Research also 
shows that individuals with low personal self-esteem tend to be more socially anxious, 
introverted, and shy (Leary & MacDonald, 2003). They are also less likely to be in stable and 
satisfying relationships than individuals with high personal self-esteem (Wood et al., 2009).  
One explanation for the negative effect of low self-esteem on social relationships is 
proposed by the risk regulation model (Murray et al., 1996, 2000, 2006), postulating that 
threats to self or the relationship trigger the instinct to distance (or draw closer). It is only 
when people are secure in their partners’ regard and affection that they can draw to them 
when experiencing threat, but they will distance in order to avoid risking further rejection 
when they are not confident of their partner’s regard. In addition, people with low self-esteem 
tend to have a hard time perceiving high regard from their partner.  
The effects of personal self-esteem can be triggered, or aggravated by specific 
relational difficulties. For example, Murray et al. (2002) found that individuals with low, but 
not high, personal self-esteem reported reduced closeness to their partners when they faced 
relational difficulties. Other research (Dehart et al., 2004) revealed that people with low self-
esteem liked their partners’ and best friends’ name letters only when their relationships with 
these people were currently going well. However, those with high self-esteem liked their 
partner’s and best friend’s name letters regardless of how their relationships were going. 
Basically, low and high self-esteem people look similar in relationships until they 
experience/perceive threat.  
Going back to the realm of stigma, low personal self-esteem has not only been 
documented as a possible (though not an inevitable, Croker & Major, 1989) outcome of 
stigma, but it has also been studied as a predictor of the effects of stigma. In a series of 
studies, for example, Cihangir et al. (2010) found that low (vs. high) personal self-esteem 
made women more psychologically vulnerable to the negative effects of subtle sexism, 
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though it did not affect psychological responses to blatant sexism. The authors argued that 
subtle sexism increases self-focus and self-doubt, which is particularly problematic when 
self-esteem is low, not when it is high. All in all, previous literature tells us that stigma is 
detrimental for self-esteem and self-esteem (and related constructs) is critical to interpersonal 
relationships.  
Rejection sensitivity was described as anxious expectations of rejections in social 
relationships by Downey and Feldman (1996). With regard to rejection sensitivity, there is 
also plenty of evidence that it impairs interpersonal relationships (Downey & Feldman, 1996; 
Downey et al., 1998), as well as that those who are socially stigmatized become vigilant to 
signs of rejection (Kaiser et al., 2006; Inzlicht et al., 2008), less able to detect signs of 
acceptance (Richman et al., 2015), and sensitive to rejection based on their devalued group 
membership (Mendoza-Denton et al., 2002; Pinel, 1999). For example, Mendoza-Denton et 
al. (2002) suggested that black students in a white dominated university anxiously expected 
race-based rejection due to the previous experiences of rejection based on their devalued 
group membership. The anxious expectation of rejection, in turn, has been found to be 
detrimental for relationships (Ayduk et al., 2001; Downey & Feldman, 1996). For example, 
Downey and Feldman have demonstrated (1996) that rejection sensitivity induces anxiety; for 
this reason, people readily perceive and overact rejection in others ambiguous behaviour. In 
addition, these people and their partners reported dissatisfaction with their relationships.  
 Research has already begun to show that experiencing prejudice and discrimination 
can negatively affect interpersonal relationships, including those with friends and family 
(Doyle & Molix, 2014a, 2014b, 2015b) and with strangers (Zhang et al., 2018). This line of 
work, which has predominantly focused on sexual or racial minorities, has shown that 
experiences with discrimination negatively affect self-reported romantic relationship 
quality—and that this is partially mediated by self-image (Doyle & Molix, 2014a). In a 
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similar vein, stigma affects social relationships for racial minorities through emotional 
dysregulation (Doyle & Molix, 2015a).  
 It has also been shown that some factors moderate the link between stigmatizing 
experiences and relationship functioning. For example, the negative effect of stigma on 
romantic relationship quality was found to be negative for short-term relationships, but 
positive for long-term relationships (Doyle & Molix, 2014b). In addition, Doyle and Molix 
(2015a) showed that, for sexual minorities who resided in states with greater levels of 
structural stigma (North American states without policies that protected sexual minorities’ 
rights), experiences with discrimination were more strongly related to friendship strain and 
loneliness than for those who lived in states with lesser level of structural stigma (states that 
had policies protecting sexual minorities’ rights). This work therefore shows that there are 
structural or environmental conditions under which the link between stigmatizing experiences 
and relationship functioning can be ameliorated, if not reversed. 
 In sum, in this section we have reviewed evidence showing that stigmatizing 
experiences can lead to psychological states that are associated with poorer interpersonal 
relationship functioning. However, there are circumstances under which this negative effect 
does not emerge, or is even reversed. In this thesis, we suggest that organizational tolerance 
of sexism is one of these moderating conditions.  
1.4. The Role of Organizational Tolerance of Sexism 
In this thesis, we suggest that the organisational climate—specifically the extent to 
which the organization is (in)tolerant of sexism—is likely to play a role in the relationship 
between sexism and women’s social relationships in the workplace. Organisational climates 
include practises, procedures, and norms about behaviours expected from employees in the 
workplace (Schein, 2010; Ostroff et al., 2003; Zohar & Hoffman, 2012). Research has shown 
that organizational climates that are intolerant of sexism tend to be associated with less 
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gender discrimination, including sexual harassment, than organizational climates that are 
tolerant of sexism (Parker et al., 2002; Willness et al., 2007). However, even in egalitarian 
climates, sexism can still emerge, even if outside of the perpetrators’ (or even the victims’) 
conscious awareness (Crosby, 2004)—some even suggest that the existence of these 
egalitarian policies can actually hinder the detection of sexism (Brady at al., 2015).  In 
contrast to this focus on how organisational climate affects the perpetration and detection of 
sexism, we argue that when sexism does occur, the organisational climate can affect how 
people interpret those experiences.  
When organisational tolerance of sexism is high, women might think that sexism is 
pervasive in their workplace. In turn, research shows that sexism that is perceived to be 
pervasive has more detrimental effects on women’s psychological wellbeing (which can in 
turn affect social relationships) than sexism perceived to be rare (Schmitt & Branscombe, 
2002; Stroebe et al., 2011).  
In addition, when sexism occurs in an organisation where the climate is tolerant of 
sexism, this suggests that the sexist experience is typical, structural, and accepted by others. 
That is, the organisational climate provides an indication of how others might feel about 
sexism. Therefore, a woman who experiences sexism, and knows that the organisational 
climate is not tolerant of sexism, might feel more comfortable addressing that experience, 
because she is assured of the organisation’s support. For example, organisational climate of 
gender inequality was found positively associated with women’s intentions to withdraw from 
working for the organisation (King et al., 2010).  
In sum, organisational climate might be a moderator of the relationship between 
experiences of sexism and women’s responses. When the organisational climate is perceived 
to be tolerant of sexism, experiences of sexism might lead women to distance themselves 
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from others. By contrast, when the organisational climate is perceived to be intolerant of 
sexism, experiences of sexism are more likely to lead women to draw together.  
 2.4.1. Organizational Tolerance at Different Levels. It is possible, and perhaps 
important, to distinguish organizational climates at different levels of the organization. The 
particular focus of the research reported in this thesis is on organizational tolerance of 
sexism, which refers therefore specifically to the lack of practices, procedures, and norms 
about the inappropriateness of sexism. Aside from the broad policy-level climate, 
organisational climates are also communicated in interpersonal relationships (Paustian-
Underdahl et al., 2017), for instance between managers and their subordinates, and between 
peers or co-workers (Madlock & Booth-Butterfileds, 2012). That is, an organisational climate 
can be conceptualized at three different levels: Peer, manager, and policy. Below we discuss 
each of these levels in turn.  
 Starting with policies, research shows that the presence of organizational diversity 
policies targeting the promotion of diversity and reduction of inequalities facilitates positive 
interpersonal interactions between members of different social groups (Holoien & Shelton, 
2012; Plaut et al., 2009). This might be, at least in part, because these diversity policies might 
create a safe working environment for members of stigmatized groups. For instance, Ruggs 
and colleagues (Ruggs et al., 2015) suggest that formal diversity policies reassure members 
of stigmatized groups that there is fair treatment in the organization. These policies also offer 
legal protection against discrimination, which might help victims of discrimination to engage 
with their co-workers more often, since legal procedures are then expected to reduce 
interpersonal discrimination and create a safe relational environment.  
 Organizational level policies also affect individuals’ perception of discrimination. For 
example, previous research demonstrates that individuals perceive less discrimination when 
there is an organizational diversity policy in their work environment than when there isn’t 
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such a policy (Button, 2001; Ragins & Cornwell, 2001; Barron, 2009). However, having an 
organizational policy that protects socially devalued identities and promotes the value of 
diversity doesn’t mean that the working environment is definitely perceived to be intolerant 
of discrimination. Sometimes organizational level policies are not effective, or they are not 
endorsed at lower levels in the organization, such as by managers or within work teams (Hebl 
et al., 2002; Brady et al., 2015). In fact, when it comes to social relationships in the 
workplace, the interpersonal level (peers and managers) is more proximal, and might 
therefore be more powerful in shaping the effects of stigma compared to the policy level.  
 Although, to my knowledge, research has as yet to directly examine how managers’ 
tolerance of sexism affects women’s engagement with other women, previous studies show 
that managers’ attitudes and behaviours influence tolerance of discrimination in the 
workplace (Salin, 2003; Bulutlar & Oz, 2009; Samnani, 2012). That is, managers’ beliefs and 
actions regarding diversity play an important role in shaping how the organisational climate 
is perceived when it comes to tolerance of discrimination (Edelman, 2005; Martinez et al., 
2013). In addition, managers can play a role in buffering the negative effect of unfair 
behaviour on members of disadvantaged groups (Beehr et al., 1990; Ely, 1994; Ragins & 
Scandura, 1994).  
Finally, organizational climates are very strongly influenced by the attitudes and 
behaviours of peers, or co-workers, including when it comes to beliefs about the tolerance of 
sexism (Hebl et al., 2008). Indeed, prior work has shown that peer support is very important 
for employee wellbeing (Van Dick & Haslam, 2012), reducing stress (Frone, 2000), 
increasing self-esteem (Moradi & Funderburk, 2006), and increasing job satisfaction and 
commitment (Ragins et al., 2007). Peers’ beliefs about sexism can also shape women’s 
perceptions of how tolerant their workplace is of sexism. For instance, research shows that 
women in male dominated domains perceive the organisational climate as more inequitable 
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than women working in other domains (King et al., 2010). There is also evidence that support 
from peers is associated with less feelings of isolation among victims of workplace bullying 
(Zapf et al., 1996). As such, it is possible that peer intolerance of sexism is an important 
moderator of the effects of sexism on women’s social relationships.  
1.5. Overview of the Research Reported in This Thesis  
 The preceding review has shown that sexism can affect women’s relationships with 
other women in contrasting ways—by leading women to distance themselves from other 
women, or by leading women to seek closeness with other women. Research in this area has 
not yet focused on actual social behaviour, or on social relationships at the interpersonal 
level. Research on other types of stigma has examined its effect on interpersonal relationships 
and clarified that, also with regard to interpersonal relationships, stigma can both draw people 
closer, or further apart. It has also clarified that key psychological states (such as lowered 
personal self-image) mediate this relationship, while structural factors can moderate it. 
However, this has not yet been tested with regard to the effects of sexism, or to interpersonal 
relationships with ingroup members.  
 This thesis seeks to go beyond past research in the following ways. First, we aim to 
focus specifically on the effects of sexism on women’s interpersonal relationships with other 
women. We predict that women are less likely to engage with other women in their 
workplace when they are exposed to sexism than when they are not. However, we also expect 
that this is likely to depend on whether or not the organisational climate is (in)tolerant of 
sexism.  
 In the research reported in Chapter 2 we begin to examine this by analysing pre-
existing data to investigate the link between reported exposure to sexism (encompassing 
sexualised and non-sexualised types of sexism), reported tolerance of sexism at work, and 
psychological wellbeing (depression, anxiety, hostility, and personal self-esteem). While this 
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does not allow us to examine social relationships, it provides the opportunity to examine how 
sexism might interact with perceived (in)tolerance of sexism to predict the psychological 
states that are important predictors of relationship functioning. 
In Chapter 3 we report three studies that aim to clarify how experiencing sexism at 
work affects women’s social relationships with other women. We also aim to assess the role 
played by tolerance of sexism in the workplace, including perceptions of tolerance of sexism 
at the peers-, managers-, and policy-level. These studies were carried out among working 
women and include purely correlational, as well as experimentally manipulated factors. 
Chapter 4 reports one study investigating women’s willingness to engage with other 
women and men, as a function of exposure to sexism and peer intolerance of sexism, in a 
laboratory setting. This provides us with the opportunity to get closer to actual behaviour, as 
well as to manipulate the key predictors. In this study, we also examined relationships with 
different types of targets and psychological wellbeing. 
Chapter 5 offers an overall discussion of the findings of this thesis and reflects on 




Chapter 2. Wellbeing Outcomes of Gender Devaluation: The Role of Environmental 
Tolerance of Gender Devaluation 
 Gender-based devaluation can take multiple forms, ranging from more overt to more 
subtle, and including or excluding sexualized experiences (like sexual harassment). Previous 
studies have shown that experiences with gender devaluation of various types have adverse 
effects on the person experiencing them, both in terms of psychological wellbeing and of 
physical health (McIntosh et al., 1994; Crull, 1982; Woodzicka & LaFrance, 2005; Swim et 
al., 2001; for a review see Barreto & Ellemers, 2015). Our first step in this PhD project was 
to examine whether tolerance of gender devaluation in the work environment moderated its 
effects on psychological wellbeing for women. Our first step was to focus on how the 
experience of gender devaluation interacts with environmental tolerance of it to influence 
women’s psychological wellbeing, specifically on indicators of negative affect (depression, 
anxiety, and anger) and self-esteem (personal and collective self-esteem).  
2.1. Effects of Gender Devaluation on Wellbeing 
 The main objective of this thesis, as we mentioned in the previous chapter, is to 
investigate whether experiences with gender devaluation affect the social relationships of 
women with other women and how environmental (in)tolerance of it modifies this 
relationship. Indicators of wellbeing such as depression, anxiety, anger, and low self-esteem 
are known to be both negative effects of gender devaluation (Swim et al., 2001; Landrine et 
al., 1995) and predictors of the quality of social relationships (Murray et al., 2000, 2006; 
Srivastava & Beer, 2005; Erol & Orth, 2013, 2016; Harris & Orth, 2020). Therefore, before 
examining how gender devaluation affects the social relationships of women, we looked at 
the impact of gender devaluation and environmental (in)tolerance of it on women’s 
psychological wellbeing. 
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 In this chapter, we examined the effects of experiences of sexualized (henceforth 
designated as sexual harassment) and non-sexualized (henceforth designated as sexism) 
gender devaluation. There are different ways in which these forms of gender devaluation 
have been classified in the literature, with some conceiving of both sexualized and non-
sexualized gender devaluation as forms of sexual harassment (Fitzgerald, Shullman et al., 
1988; Fitzgerald, Weitzman et al., 1988; Fitzgerald, Drasgow et al., 1997; Fitzgerald, Swan et 
al., 1997; Berdahl, 2007), and others considering sexual harassment to include only the more 
sexualized forms of gender devaluation (Glick & Fiske, 1996, 2001; Fiske & Glick, 1995; 
Pryor, 1987). Whatever the perspective, there is no doubt that both are forms of gender-based 
devaluation. In this thesis, we follow Fitzgerald’s conceptualization of sexual harassment as 
unwanted sex-related conduct evaluated as inappropriate by the receiver, and threatening to 
their well-being (e.g., Fitzgerald, Drasgow et al., 1997; Fitzgerald, Swan et al., 1997), but 
adopt Glick & Fiske’s (1996) nomenclature, reserving the label ‘sexual harassment’ to 
sexualized treatment. In addition, although some authors (e.g., Bowes-Sperry & Tata, 1999), 
taking a legal point of view, classify sexual harassment as sex-related activities in the 
workplace, irrespective of whether or not they cause distress, we follow the psychological 
approach of Fitzgerald and colleagues (Fitzgerald et al.,1995; Fitzgerald et al.,1999). This 
implies the consideration of whether or not the sexualized treatment is unwanted 
(specifically, inappropriate sexual attention, sexual coercion, or overt sexual verbal and non-
verbal behaviors) or causes discomfort. 
 Perceived experiences of gender devaluation have been associated with increased 
depression and anxiety (Landrine et al., 1995; Klonoff et al., 2000; Swim et al., 2001; 
Schmitt et al., 2014; Sojo et al., 2016; for a review see Barreto & Ellemers, 2015), among 
other negative influences on affect. These affective responses to gender devaluation might, in 
turn, impact on their social relationships with other women. Increased anxiety, for example, 
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is associated with decreased social contact (Bolger & Eckenrode, 1991). However, sometimes 
women respond to sexism with anger (Barreto & Ellemers, 2005a; Salomon et al., 2015; for a 
review, Barreto & Ellemers, 2013), which instead can motivate them to draw towards other 
women in pursuit of social support and even collective action (Ellemers & Barreto, 2009; 
Becker & Wright, 2011; Lemonaki et al., 2015). In sum, the specific affective response 
displayed by women in response to gender devaluation might make them ready to display 
particular social behaviors.  
 In a similar vein, experiences with gender devaluation—and particularly experiences 
with sexual harassment—have been shown to decrease personal self-esteem (Swim et al., 
2001; Glomb et al., 1999; Harned & Fitzgerald, 2002; for a review see Barreto & Ellemers, 
2015), which in turn has (separately) been demonstrated to be an important predictor of 
positive behavior in interpersonal relationships (Murray et al., 2002; DeHart et al., 2004; 
Wood et al., 2009). For example, individuals with low self-esteem have been shown to be 
less willing than people with high self-esteem to take part in social interactions with others, in 
part because those with low self-esteem perceive social interactions to involve a higher risk 
of rejection than do those with high self-esteem (Stinson et al., 2014). In other words, 
personal self-esteem is an important variable to examine in this context since it can both be 
impaired by different forms of sexism and predict women’s behavior in social relationships.  
 While personal self-esteem corresponds to the value attached to personal identities, 
collective self-esteem corresponds to the value attached, by self and others, to one’s social 
identities (Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1991; Long & Spears, 1997; De 
Cremer & Oosterwegel, 1999). In many ways, the effects of personal and collective self-
esteem vary. For example, research has shown that collective self-esteem predicts ingroup 
bias to a greater extent than personal self-esteem (Crocker & Luhtanen, 1992; Long et al., 
1994; Rubin & Hewstone, 1998), which makes sense from the social identity perspective, 
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according to which ingroup bias is a group process that should be predicted by group level 
cognition and affect (Brewer, 1979; Abrams & Hogg, 1990; Seta & Seta, 1992). Despite 
these differences, like with personal self-esteem, experiences of gender devaluation have also 
been reported to decrease collective self-esteem (Fischer & Holz, 2007; Leonardelli & 
Tormala, 2003). In addition, collective self-esteem has also been shown to play a buffering 
role, reducing the negative impact of gender devaluation. For example, for women with lower 
levels of private collective self-esteem, experiences of gender devaluation increased 
depression and anxiety, but as private collective self-esteem increased, the impact of 
discrimination on these forms of distress was attenuated (Corning, 2002). It is also possible 
that collective self-esteem is a relevant precursor of women’s behavior towards each other, 
given that it directly speaks to women’s relationship to their gender group. Given what is 
already known and what is yet to be understood, we also explore the impact of experiences 
with sexism and with sexual harassment on the three of the components of collective self-
esteem, i.e., private (being pleased to be a member), public (believing that others value 
women), and identity (seeing being a woman as a significant part of their identity) collective 
self-esteem.  
2.2. The Role of Organizational Tolerance of Gender Devaluation 
 The research reported in this chapter also seeks to take initial steps in the investigation 
of the role that organizational (in)tolerance of gender devaluation might play in the link 
between experiences of gender devaluation and women’s psychological wellbeing. 
Organizational climates refer to rules, practices, protocols, and expectations about the 
conduct required by employees in the workplace (Schein, 2010; Ostroff et al., 2003; Zohar & 
Hoffman, 2012). Organizational tolerance of gender devaluation including sexism and sexual 
harassment can be described as the lack of rules, practices, protocols, and expectations on the 
part of staff about the inappropriateness of gender devaluation at work.   
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One study found that a sexist (non-sexualized) climate was marked by the derogatory 
views of peers and the organization towards women (Parker & Griffin, 2002; Settles et al., 
2006). In turn, Williams et al. (1999), in their studies of sexual harassment within the 
military, suggested that there are three aspects of organizational climate that need to be 
considered in this respect: Organizational policies (formal written general rules), 
organizational procedures (formal and informal guidance about implementation), and 
organizational practices (actual actions about sexual harassment). Therefore, organizational 
tolerance of gender devaluation can be linked to organizational policies, procedures, and or 
practices that inhibit experiences of sexism and sexual harassment in organizations. 
 Fitzgerald et al. (1994) stated that perceived organizational tolerance of sexual 
harassment is associated with beliefs about the prevalence of sexual harassment, with 
expectations of how it might look like when it happens, and about its consequences for 
targets and harassers. That is, when employees consider that their organization is tolerant of 
sexism or sexual harassment, they tend to perceive that these are more frequently encountered 
in the organization, that they take fairly blatant forms, and that they are particularly damaging 
for targets. In addition, organizations perceived as tolerant of gender devaluation are not 
expected to take complaints about sexism or sexual harassment seriously, or to take effective 
action against them (Hulin et al., 1996; Cortina et al., 2002; McCabe & Hardman, 2005). As a 
consequence, the perception that an organization is tolerant of gender devaluation is 
associated with the idea that complaining is risky and unlikely to deliver satisfactory 
outcomes.  
Organizational tolerance of sexual harassment has been considered among the 
organizational antecedents of perceptions of sexual harassment (O’Leary-Kelly et al., 2009). 
Indeed, Willness et al. (2007) concluded in their meta-analytic study that there is a strong 
correlation between organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and the prevalence of 
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sexual harassment incidents at work. Likewise, authors often refer to an organization’s 
tolerance of sexism to describe the prevalence of sexism in organizations (Reid & Clayton, 
1992; Wessels & Ryan, 2012) as if they are interchangeable concepts. However, this is not 
precise and it is important to clarify the distinction between these two concepts. Indeed, 
though overt sexism might be less prevalent when it is not tolerated in organizations, it can 
still happen in subtle forms, which are harder to regulate through organizational norms, or 
outside the conscious awareness of perpetrators (and even of victims). Moreover, conveying 
that harassment is tolerated in an organization can increase the actual prevalence of 
harassment, but it can also decrease the probability of collecting accurate evidence of its 
occurrence, or of disclosing harassment when it occurs (Bell et al., 2002; Gruber, 1998; 
Gruber & Smith, 1995), decreasing (or even inverting) the relationship between levels of 
tolerance and actual reports. Organizational tolerance of sexism refers most directly to how 
an organization has responded to complaints about sexist incidents in the past, or is likely to 
respond to these in the future. As such, it is a set of corrective guidelines or practices and it 
misses the majority of incidents that are not reflected in complaints. By contrast, experiences 
with sexism consist of experiences with gender-based devaluation that target individuals or 
groups and may or may not be reflected in complaints. In sum, these are not only very 
different concepts, but they can in fact be considered as orthogonal, with sexist events 
emerging both in organizations that are tolerant and in organizations that are intolerant of 
sexism. 
2.3. How Organizational Tolerance of Gender Devaluation might Affect Wellbeing 
Outcomes of Gender Devaluation 
 Research has shown that organizational tolerance of sexual harassment has 
detrimental direct effects on the wellbeing of female employees, such as increasing anxiety 
and depression (Fitzgerald, Drasgow et al., 1997; Glomb et al., 1997). For example, Glomb et 
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al. (1997) proposed that organizational tolerance of sexual harassment could give rise to 
anxiety among women who are either actual or potential targets of harassment, since they do 
not perceive their work environment to protect them from sexual harassment. Although this is 
important, our main focus in this research is on the moderating role of organizational 
tolerance of gender devaluation on psychological wellbeing—that is, our main focus is not on 
the direct effect of environmental tolerance on women’s wellbeing, but on its indirect effect, 
as moderator of the link between exposure to gender devaluation and wellbeing.  
 One of the ways through which organizational tolerance could impact the 
consequences of gender devaluation targets experience might be that organizations that are 
perceived to be intolerant of harassment are those that tend to make clear what qualifies as 
harassment. This, in turn, is likely to help targets identify what happens to them as 
harassment and to recruit the support of those around them. For example, McCabe and 
Hardman (2005) found that employees who believe that their organization is more tolerant of 
sexism or of sexual harassment are less likely than those who believe that their organisation 
is less tolerant of gender devaluation to label actions as gender devaluation.  
Recognising and labelling gender devaluation might, in turn, be important to protect 
women’s wellbeing. Fitzgerald and Ormerod (1993) stated that, for instance, women often 
respond to sexual harassment with self-blame, which is a predictor of poor psychological 
wellbeing (Else-Quest et al., 2009). Similarly, Blodorn et al. (2016) have shown that 
perceived discrimination raises self-blame among targets from racial minority groups and 
self-blame, in fact, lowers personal self-esteem and increases depression and anxiety. 
Therefore, it is possible to expect that organisations that are tolerant of sexism might have 
indirect negative effects on women’s wellbeing, in part because women in those 
environments do not have support to label and challenge sexism. On the other hand, we 
believe that when sexism is not tolerated in an organisation (therefore, facilitating labelling), 
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women are more likely to attribute their negative experiences to gender discrimination. 
Attribution to discrimination has been shown to be a self-protective strategy to cope with 
discrimination (Crocker & Major, 1989). Specifically, attributing negative experiences to 
discrimination rather than self-blame buffers the negative effects of discrimination on self-
esteem (Major, Quinton et al., 2003; Major, Kaiser et al., 2003).   
2.4. The Current Study 
 In the current study, we examine whether expereinces of gender devaluation (sexism 
and sexual harassment) has direct detrimental effects on wellbeing indicators among women 
(higher depression, anxiety, anger, and lower self-esteem). More importantly, we also 
examine whether perceived tolerance of gender devaluation moderates the relationship 
between experiences with gender devaluation and wellbeing including negative affect 
(depression, anxiety, and anger) and self-esteem (personal self-esteem, public CSE, private 
CSE, and identity CSE).  
2.5. Study 1 
 This study consists of secondary analysis of a data set collected in 2015-16 by 
undergraduate students working under the supervision of Dr Safi Darden and in collaboration 
with Prof Manuela Barreto, both of whom are supervisors of this PhD dissertation. The data 
were collected to compare the effects of non-sexualised sexism and sexual harassment in the 
workplace. Importantly for our purposes, the data includes reported exposure to gender 
devaluation, indicators of wellbeing (depression, anxiety, anger, self-esteem), and self-
reported tolerance of gender devaluation at work. With this secondary data analysis, we were 
able to take initial steps towards understanding the role of organizational tolerance of sexism. 
Specifically, we focused on examining whether (perceived) organizational tolerance of 
sexism/sexual harassment moderates the effect of gender devaluation on wellbeing (with a 
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focus on indicators of wellbeing that are also intimately connected to behaviour in social 
relationships). We hypothesised that: 
1. Experiences with gender devaluation (sexism or sexual harassment) are likely to be 
associated with higher levels of self-reported depression, anger, and anxiety and lower 
personal self-esteem.   
2. Perceived tolerance of gender devaluation in the workplace is likely to moderate the 
relationship between perceived experience of gender devaluation and wellbeing 
(negative affect and personal self-esteem). When perceived tolerance of gender 
devaluation in the workplace is greater, experience of gender devaluation is likely to 
be positively associated with negative affect and negatively associated with personal 
self-esteem. When tolerance is lower, experiences of gender devaluation are likely to 
have weaker association with negative affect and personal self-esteem.  
 For exploratory purposes, we also included collective self-esteem measures: Private, 
public, and identity collective self-esteem.  
2.5.1. Method 
2.5.1.1. Design 
 The data we used for these secondary analyses stemmed from a study that had two 
conditions: In one condition, participants completed a (sexualised) sexual harassment scale 
before responding to the dependent measures. In the second condition, participants responded 
to a (non-sexualised) sexism scale. Participants were randomly assigned to one of these two 
conditions. To examine our hypotheses, we collapsed across these two conditions and 
examined how experiences with gender devaluation (of one kind or another) interacted with 
organizational tolerance of gender devaluation to affect wellbeing. 
2.5.1.2. Participants 
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 All participants in this study were women in employment, resident in the UK, who 
completed the study online. The number of participants who clicked on the questionnaire link 
was 198. However, 28 of these participants were excluded because they did not complete the 
questions that served to measure experiences with gender devaluation. An additional 37 
participants were excluded because, even though they responded to the questions that served 
to measure experiences with gender devaluation, they did not respond to any of the dependent 
variables. After these exclusions, 133 participants remained in the sample: Of these, 69 
participants answered a questionnaire with sexual harassment items and 64 participants 
answered a questionnaire with sexism items. Sensitivity analysis showed that, given α=.05 
and a power of 1-β=.80, the sample of N=133 is able to detect medium effect size of 
interaction between experiences of gender devaluation and organisational tolerance of it on 
personal self-esteem (f=.24). 
Thirty-nine participants were between the ages of 18-24 (28%), 33 were between 25 
and 34 (24%), 24 were between 35 and 44 (18%), 16 were between 45 and 54 (12%), and 11 
(8%) were over 55 (11 participants did not report their age). That is, 59% of the participants 
were under 35 years of age and 8% were above 55 years old. While 63 (49.7%) participants 
indicated that they worked with a male supervisor, 53 (40.6%) indicated their supervisor was 
female, and 17 (9.8%) did not report the gender of their supervisor. In terms of the gender 
ratio of their workgroup, 27 (21%) participants reported that their workgroup had 20% 
women or less, and 21 (16%) participants reported that it had 80% or more women. Of the 
remaining participants, 57 (42%) indicated that women were between 21-80% of their 
workgroup (9 did not supply information about the gender ratio of their workgroup).  
2.5.1.3. Materials  
 2.5.1.3.1. Gender devaluation. Participants who were assigned to complete questions 
about sexual harassment were asked to complete the 13 items of the Sexual Experiences 
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Questionnaire (SEQ; Berdahl & Moore, 2006). Examples are: “During the past six months, 
have you been in a situation where anyone at work tried to draw you into a discussion of 
sexual matters?”, “During the past six months, have you been in a situation where anyone at 
work forced themselves on you sexually?” (α=.88, see Appendix A for the complete scale). 
Participants who were assigned to complete questions about experiences with non-sexualised 
sexism completed 11 items that were developed by the research team on the basis of prior 
work illustrating how sexism is experienced—specifically, Swim et al.’s daily diary study 
(2001), Klonoff and Landrine’s schedule of sexist events (1995), and the SEQ (Berdahl & 
Moore, 2006). Examples are: “During the last six months, have you been in a situation where 
anyone at work did not take what you said seriously because you are a woman?”, “During the 
last 6 months, have you been in a situation where anyone at work assumed you had inferior 
ability (e.g., in maths or science) because you are a woman?” (α=.88, see Appendix A for 
complete scale).  
In both situations, participants were asked to think about the preceding six months and 
to indicate how often they had encountered each experience in the workplace on a scale from 
0 (never) to 4 (most of the time). In addition, and in line with the recommendation of Berdhal 
and Moore (2006) and the definition of sexual harassment as unwanted sexualized treatment 
(e.g., Fitzgerald, Swan et al., 1997), for each event that participants indicated having 
experienced at least once, participants also indicated how negatively or positively they 
evaluated the experience on a scale from 0 (very negative) to 4 (very positive). Positive and 
neutral experiences were recoded as 0, to reflect the conceptualization of sexual harassment 
as an unwanted or negative experience (Fitzgerald, Swan et al., 1997). Scores on this measure 
were computed by multiplying frequency and evaluation. Therefore, experiences that never 
occurred and experiences rated as positive or neutral received a score of 0.  
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It is also important to state that participants were asked to write about one of these 
experiences in free response text after completing experiences of gender devaluation items 
and before completing affect scales. 
 2.5.1.3.2. Psychological wellbeing. Participants were directed to reflect on the 
described experiences and completed three affect subscales tapping into depression, anxiety, 
and anger (taken from Major, Kaiser et al., 2003). Participants responded to all items on a 
five point Likert-type scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). Depression was assessed with 
15 items: Discouraged, fine (reverse coded), blue, worthless, proud (reverse coded), 
embarrassed, like a failure, disappointed in myself, pleased with myself (reverse coded), 
humiliated, ashamed, inferior to others, sad, depressed, and mortified. These items formed an 
internally consistent scale (α=.90) and were averaged for further analysis. Anger was 
measured with five items: Angry, mad, scornful, irritable, and hostile. These items formed a 
reliable scale (α=.91) and were averaged for further analysis. To measure anxiety, we used 
four items: Fearful, worried, calm (reverse coded), and secure (reverse coded). These items 
were reasonably internally consistent (α=.68) and were averaged for further analyses. 
 We also assessed personal and collective self-esteem.  For all items, participants were 
asked to report how they felt at the moment on a five point Likert-type scale from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Personal self-esteem was assessed with the 10 item scale by 
Rosenberg (1965), including items such as: “I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an 
equal plane with others” and “I feel I do not have much to be proud of” (reversed). The items 
formed an internally consistent scale (α=.89) and were averaged for further analyses (see 
Appendix A for complete scale). Collective self-esteem was assessed with two items from 
three subscales of the Collective Self-Esteem scale by Luhtanen and Crocker (1992). Two 
items assessed Private Collective Self-Esteem: “I feel inadequate because I am a woman” 
(reverse) and “I feel good about being a woman.” These 2 items had acceptable internal 
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consistency (r=.33, N=126, p<.01) and were averaged for further analyses. Two items 
assessed Public Collective Self-Esteem: “I feel that most people consider women to be 
ineffective” (reversed) and “I feel that women are generally respected by others.” Together 
these items had acceptable internal consistency (r=.36, N=126, p<.001), so they were 
averaged for analyses. Two final items assessed Identification (Identity Collective Self-
esteem): “I feel that being a woman is an important part of who I am” and “I feel that being a 
woman is an important part of my self-image.” These items had strong internal consistency 
(r=.72, N=125, p<.001), and were averaged for analyses. 
 2.5.1.3.3. Perceived Tolerance of Gender Devaluation in the Workplace. Four 
items assessed to what extent participants perceived that there was tolerance of sexual 
harassment at their workplace. Two items were used by Bingham and Scherer (1993) to 
measure perceived work climate regarding sexual harassment and two were developed for the 
purposes of this study to measure the same for non-sexualized sexism: “Sexual harassment is 
clearly discouraged by my supervisors and co-workers (including sexual innuendo and 
materials, reversed),” “People at my work ignore sexual harassment when it happens”, 
“There are formal procedures to address sexually harassing behaviour at my workplace” 
(reversed), and “When women are sexually harassed in my workplace this is addressed” 
(reversed). There were additionally created four parallel items to assess intolerance of sexism, 
i.e., “Unequal treatment of men and women is clearly discouraged in my workplace 
(including stereotypical comments or jokes, reversed),” “People at my work ignore the 
unequal treatment of women when it happens”, “There are formal procedures to address the 
unequal treatment of women at my workplace” (reversed), and “When women are treated 
unequally in my workplace this is corrected” (reversed). Together, these eight items formed 
an internally consistent scale (α=.87) and were averaged for further analyses.  
2.5.1.4. Analyses 
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2.5.1.4.1. Missing values. Missing data after the exclusions described above ranged 
from low (5.3%) for private and for public CSE to high (19.5%) for depression. Missing 
value rates per measure are displayed in Table 2.1.  
Table 2.1.  
Missing values for each measure analysed in Study 1. 
 Observed data 
 
  M                            SD 
 
 




Depression  2.08                          .65 .65 2.08 19.5% 
Anger  1.90                         1.05 1.05 1.91 16.5% 
Anxiety 2.70                          .75 .75 2.69 16.5% 
PSE 4.06                          .69 .69 4.05 8.3% 
Private CSE 4.18                          .86 .86 3.54 5.3% 
Public CSE 3.53                          .89 .89 4.05 5.3% 
ID CSE 4.07                          .93 .93 4.05 6% 
Perceived Tolerance of Sexism 
in the workplace 
3.54                          .87 .87 3.54 7.5% 
Note. M = means of valid responses, SD = standard deviation, EM = Estimated Means. 
 
To examine whether or not the missing data followed a specific pattern, we ran 
Little’s (1988) MCAR test in SPSS (see also Acock, 2005; Bennett, 2001). The results 
indicated that the data was not MCAR (missing completely at random), χ2 =223.79, p<.05, 
but rather MAR (missing at random), meaning that the propensity of missing data is not 
systematically related to unobserved values, but related to observed values in the dataset 
(Allison, 2001; Baraldi & Enders, 2010; Schlomers et al., 2010). One of the appropriate ways 
to treat missing values with a MAR dataset is to apply multiple imputation (MI) to the data 
(Baraldi & Enders, 2010; Schlomers et al., 2010). Regarding the missing values of the 
dependent variables, first we performed MI by generating 5 imputed datasets through SPSS, 
including all independent as well as covariates in the model. These imputed data were then 
analysed (with separate analyses conducted and point estimates generated with each of the 5 
separate imputed datasets) and final coefficients were obtained through pooling of the 
individual point estimates. The results without MI were approximately identical to results 
based on the MI data set, so we reported the findings for the data with MI. 
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2.5.2. Results 
.  Means, standard deviations, and correlations for Study 1 were provided in Table 2.2. 
Experience of gender devaluation is positively associated with organisational tolerance of 
gender devaluation and negatively associated with personal self-esteem and private collective 
self-esteem. Organisational tolerance of gender devaluation is positively associated with 
anger and negatively associated with personal self-esteem, private and public collective self-
esteem. 
We subsequently investigated whether the association between experience of gender 
devaluation and wellbeing depended on perceived tolerance of gender devaluation in the 
workplace (see Figure 2.1.). To test this, we used the original data, without MI, to centre 
predictors. After centring the predictor variables, we again applied multiple imputation to our 
data. We tested a series of hierarchical linear regression models entering centred gender 
devaluation in the first step, perceived tolerance of gender devaluation in the second step, and 
the interaction between the two in the third step.  
Figure 2.1. 






Tolerance of gender 
devaluation in the 
workplace 
Wellbeing 
 (Affect and Self-
Esteem) 
Experience of gender 




 Means, standard deviations, and Pearson correlations for Study 1. 
 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1.Experience of gender devaluation .87 .84 -        
2.Tolerance of gender devaluation 2.46 .87 .26** -       
3.Depression 2.08 .65 .05 .17 -      
4.Anxiety 2.69 .75 .14 .12 .67** -     
5.Anger 1.90 1.04 .12 .23* .72** .60** -    
6.PSE 4.06 .69 -.19* -.39** -.41** -.31** -.22** -   
7.Private CSE 4.18 .86 -.19* -.49** -.42** -.33** -.33** .67** -  
8.Public CSE 3.53 .89 -.14 -.38** -.43** -.32** -.44** .36** .47** - 
9.Identity CSE 4.07 .92 -.17 -.39** -.15 -.12 -.12 .41** .50** .15 
Notes. M stands for means and SD stands for standard deviations. ** denotes a significant coefficient at p<.01, * denotes p<.05. PSE is abbreviation of personal self-esteem. 




Results were presented in Table 2.3. The analysis did not reveal any significant main 
effects of perceived experience of gender devaluation and perceived tolerance of gender 
devaluation for any of the wellbeing indicators. The interaction effect of perceived 
experience of gender devaluation and perceived tolerance of gender devaluation was not 
significant for depression and anxiety. However, the interaction effect on anger was 
significant. As displayed in Figure 2.2, experiencing gender devaluation in the workplace was 
significantly and positively related to anger at higher levels of tolerance of gender 
devaluation, b=1.21, SE=.12, t(132)= 3.33, p<.001, 95% CI [.00, .46]. However, there was not 
a significant association between perceived experience of gender devaluation and anger at 
lower levels of perceived tolerance of gender devaluation, b=.37, SE=.12, t(132)= 1.24, p=.09, 
95% CI [-.46, .00].  
For personal self-esteem (see Table 2.3), the analyses revealed a significant main 
effect of perceived tolerance of gender devaluation and, as with anger, a significant 
interaction between perceived experience of gender devaluation and perceived tolerance of 
gender devaluation. As plotted in Figure 2.3, for participants who perceived more tolerance 
of sexism in the workplace, the more participants reported experiencing gender devaluation, 
the lower their personal self-esteem, b=-.13, SE=.09, t(132)= -6.42, p<.001, 95% CI [-.50. -
.15]. By contrast for participants who reported less tolerance of gender devaluation in the 
workplace, the experience of it did not significantly predict personal self-esteem, b=.30, 
SE=.09, t(132)= 1.64, p=.11, 95% CI [-.11, .72].  
There were no significant interaction effects for collective self-esteem, but perceived 
tolerance of gender devaluation significantly and negatively predicted public, private, and 




Hierarchical linear regression analyses predicting wellbeing from experience of gender 
devaluation, perceived tolerance of gender devaluation and their interaction.  
Dependent variable Term b SE t p 95% CI 
Depression  Experience of gender devaluation  .01 .08 .07 .95 [-.16, .17] 
 Tolerance of gender devaluation .13 .08 1.64 .10 [-.03, .28] 
 Interaction  -.10 .07 -1.39 .17 [-.25, .04] 
Anxiety Experience of gender devaluation .10 .09 1.10 .27 [-.08, .29] 
 Tolerance of gender devaluation .08 .09 .89 .38 [-.10, .26] 
 Interaction -.14 .08 -1.67 .09 [-.30, .03]] 
Anger  Experience of gender devaluation .09 .12 .67 .50 [.17, .34] 
 Tolerance of gender devaluation .23 .12 1.90 .06 [-.01, .48] 
 Interaction  -.37 .11 -3.38 .001 [-.59, .15] 
PSE  Experience of gender devaluation -.03 .07 -.06 .95 [-.93, .87] 
 Tolerance of gender devaluation -.28 .08 -3.95 <.001 [-1.16, .59] 
 Interaction  1.05 .08 2.57 .01 [.24, 1.87] 
Private CSE Experience of gender devaluation -.07 .09 -.77 .44 [-.23, .10] 
 Tolerance of gender devaluation -.47 .08 -5.60 <.001 [-.63, -.30] 
 Interaction -.06 .07 -.79 .42 [-.22, .09] 
Public CSE Experience of gender devaluation -.05 .10 -.50 .62 [-.24, .14 
 Tolerance of gender devaluation -.37 .09 -4.04 <.001 [-.55, -.19] 
 Interaction .12 .09 1.36 .18 [-.05, .29] 
ID CSE Experience of gender devaluation -.09 .10 -.89 .38 [-.28, .11] 
 Tolerance of gender devaluation -.39 .09 -4.11 <.001 [-.58, -.20] 
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Figure 2.3.  
How perceived organisational tolerance of gender devaluation (M) moderates the 




 Finally, we explored whether the two types of gender devaluation assessed in this 
study (non-sexualised sexism and sexual harassment) had different effects on the dependent 
variables. The results are presented in Table 2.4. Anger was differentially affected by non-














































condition reported significantly greater anger than those in the sexual harassment condition. 
Type of gender devaluation had no other main effect on the dependent variables. 
Table 2.4. 
Independent samples t-tests comparing means for experience of sexual harassment vs sexism 





           
    M  (SE) M  (SE) t df p 95% CI d 
Affect         
              depression 2.00 (.08) 2.12 (.08) -.95 100 .34 [-.37, .13] .18 
              anger 1.61 (.11) 2.21 (.16) -2.97** 74 .004 [-1.01, -.20] .06 
              anxiety 2.55 (.10) 2.77 (.10) -1.56 176 .12 [-.49, .06] .03 
Self-esteem        
              PSE 4.07 (.09) 4.03 (.08) .32 540 .75 [-.21, .29] .05 
              Private CSE 4.12 (.11) 4.25 (.09) -.88 5908 .38 [-.43, .16] .16 
              Public CSE 3.56 (.10) 3.50 (.12) .38 3608 .70 [-.24, .36] .07 
              ID CSE 4.05 (.12) 4.08 (.12) -.14 153 .87 [-.37, .32] .02 
Perceived Tolerance        
Tolerance of gender 
devaluation 
2.42 (.12) 2.52 (11) -.66 2756 .51 [-.10, .16] .11 
Note.**=p≤.01. Standard Errors appear in parentheses next to means 
2.5.3. Discussion 
In this research, we analysed an existing dataset in novel ways to begin examining the 
interplay between experiences with gender devaluation and perceived tolerance of gender 
devaluation in the workplace. Our results support the idea that gender devaluation has a 
negative association with women’s wellbeing, irrespective of whether or not it is sexualised; 
for example, experiences with gender devaluation were negatively associated with personal 
self-esteem and private collective self-esteem.  
In addition, our results showed that perceived tolerance of gender devaluation in the 
workplace can be negatively related to women’s wellbeing. That is, we found that perceived 
tolerance of gender devaluation was negatively associated with personal self-esteem and 
positively with anger, replicating prior research in this area. New to our research, we found 
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that experiences with gender devaluation were negatively associated with personal self-
esteem and positively associated with anger when the workplace was perceived as tolerant of 
gender devaluation, but not when it was perceived as intolerant of gender devaluation. That 
is, as expected, we found some evidence that organizational tolerance of gender devaluation 
modified the link between sexism and women’s wellbeing, compared to organizations 
perceived not to tolerate gender devaluation. Though it is important to acknowledge that 
these effects did not extend to the other indicators included in this study, we are reassured by 
the fact that no findings contradicted our hypotheses--we either found patterns supportive of 
our hypotheses, or null effects. 
These results are consistent with existing work showing the negative effects of gender 
devaluation (Barreto et al., 2009; Swim et al., 2001) and organisational tolerance of gender 
devaluation (Fitzgerald et al., 1997; Glomb et al., 1997) on psychological wellbeing. In 
addition, in the current study we show that greater intolerance of gender devaluation in the 
workplace might modify this negative effect, and perhaps even promote positive affect 
among women who encounter gender discrimination.   
Though this secondary data analysis does not enable us to examine directly how 
tolerance of gender devaluation might affect women’s social relationships, it provides an 
important first step. The wellbeing variables included in this study are very important for 
social relationships. Particularly personal self-esteem has been known as one of the strongest 
indicator of interpersonal relationship functioning (Murray et al., 2000, 2006; Wood et al., 
2009; Harris & Orth, 2020). For example, people with low personal self-esteem reported 
more reduced closeness to their partner when they faced relational difficulties compared to 
people with high personal self-esteem (Murray et al., 2002).  Other affect outcomes such as 
depression, anxiety, anger are also determinant for positive social relationships.  Anger, for 
example, has been found to decrease trust in others (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005), but it is also 
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known as an approaching/engaging emotion (for a review, Carver & Harmon-Jones, 2009). 
Therefore, it is important that this study gave us an insight how organisational tolerance of 
gender devaluation might affect the indicators of social relationships. 
To examine how experiences of gender devaluation and tolerance of gender 
devaluation affect women’s social relationships, we designed a series of correlational and 
quasi-experimental studies focusing on independently manipulating exposure to gender 
devaluation with a specific focused on non-sexualised sexism, organizational tolerance of 
gender devaluation, and indicators of social relationships. These are reported in the next 
chapters. In addition, in the next chapters, organisational tolerance of gender devaluation was 
investigated at three levels: Peer-, manager-, policy-level tolerance of sexism.  
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Chapter 3. Distancing or Drawing Together: Sexism and Organisational Tolerance of 
Sexism Impact Women’s Social Relationships at Work1 
Research shows that women often face sexism in the workplace (Davison & Burke, 
2000; Swim et al., 2001; Stamarski & Son Hing, 2015). Sexism can be defined as unequal 
evaluations and treatment of men and women based on their sex (Swim & Hyers, 2009) and 
includes a range of daily hassles and negative life events (Klonoff & Landrine, 1995). Sexism 
affects women negatively in different ways, such as by leading to unfair payment (Peterson & 
Morgan, 1995) and lack of leadership opportunities (Eagly & Carli, 2007; Barreto et al., 
2009). Moreover, disadvantage in the workplace causes stress and generally negatively 
affects women’s psychological wellbeing (Schmader et al., 2008; Borrel et al., 2010; Barreto 
& Ellemers, 2013). For instance, women’s reports of personal experiences with 
discrimination are positively correlated with self-reported depression (Kobrynowicz & 
Branscombe, 1997) and inversely correlated with personal self-esteem (Schmitt et al., 2002). 
However, not much is known about the impact of discrimination on interpersonal 
relationships within the group that is targeted by discrimination. Prior research in this area 
does provide some indications, but these are largely inconsistent. This chapter aims to 
advance understanding of how sexism affects women’s interpersonal relationships with other 
women by taking into account the role of tolerance of sexism in the organisational 
environment. 
3.1. The Importance of Social Relationships at Work 
The quality of one’s social relationships is an important aspect of individual wellbeing 
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Ryff & Singer, 2000). In the workplace, workers with high 
 
1 This chapter has been published as:  
Ciftci, E. E., Barreto, M., Doyle, D. M., Breen, J., & Darden, S. (2020). Distancing or drawing together: Sexism 
and organisational tolerance of sexism impact women's social relationships at work. European Journal 
of Social Psychology, 50(6), 1157-1172. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2695 
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quality work relationships with their peers and managers report more positive emotions 
(Colbert et al., 2016) and greater job satisfaction (Dutton & Ragins, 2007; Einarsen et al., 
2011). In addition, social relationships at work also affect organizations: High quality 
workplace relationships with peers and managers are positively associated with productivity 
(Dutton & Ragins, 2007; Einarsen et al., 2011) and organisational commitment (Hanpachern 
et al., 1998).  
Research on the role of social relationships in health and wellbeing indicates that 
social relationships constitute an important resource to cope with negative or stressful 
experiences (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Frisch et al., 2014; Jetten et al., 2012). In other words, 
those who have positive social relationships with others are better able to cope with a variety 
of negative life events (and some argue this is especially the case for women compared to 
men; Taylor et al., 2000). Social relationships with other members of the same in-group have 
particularly important benefits for health and wellbeing (Frable et al., 1998; Sanchez & 
Garcia, 2009). Studies focusing specifically on workplace friendships, or informal 
relationships with peers at the same level in the hierarchy (Bridge & Baxter, 1992; Myers & 
Johnson, 2004), have also highlighted the importance of peer relationships, especially among 
members of minority or disadvantaged groups (Hays, 1989; Jones, 1991). In sum, social 
relationships with other women are an important resource for women’s well-being. Here, we 
examine whether experiences of sexism might interfere with these relationships, hindering or 
facilitating women’s access to this important resource.   
3.2. The Impact of Sexism on Women’s Social Relationships with Other Women 
There is a developing line of research on how devaluation affects social relationships, 
but findings in this area are inconsistent and sometimes contradictory. On the one hand, 
research has shown that being targeted by prejudice and discrimination can negatively affect 
close interpersonal relationships, including with friends and family (Doyle & Molix, 2014b, 
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2014c, 2015b). However, that work does not specifically address the effects of devaluation on 
relationships with other members of the devalued group (i.e., in-group members). In the 
context of gender, some research has shown that women can respond to gender 
discrimination by distancing themselves from other women (Derks, Van Laar, & Ellemers, 
2016; Faniko et al., 2016; Ely, 1994), especially if being a woman is not an important part of 
their identity to begin with (Derks, Van Laar, et al., 2011). At the same time, however, it has 
often been suggested that members of devalued groups tend to “draw together” when 
threatened (Haslam & Reicher, 2006). For example, the extent to which individuals perceive 
themselves and their group to be targets of discrimination is positively associated with in-
group identification (Branscombe et al., 1999; Jetten et al., 2001).  
One source of confusion in this area is that what can broadly qualify as self-group 
distancing is very diverse and varies in critical ways. For example, researchers studying self-
group distancing have examined how experiences of sexism impact how women relate to 
women as a whole (e.g., how similar they see themselves to the typical woman, Derks, Van 
Laar et al., 2011; to what extent they identify with other women, Branscombe et al., 1999), as 
well as how experiences of sexism impacts the extent to which women use stereotypically 
feminine vs. masculine traits to describe themselves (Derks, Ellemers et al, 2011; Faniko et 
al., 2016; Faniko et al., 2017), and by looking at how experiences of sexism impact women’s 
evaluations of their subordinates (Derks, Ellemers et al., 2011; Derks, Van Laar et al., 2011; 
Faniko at al., 2016; Faniko et al., 2017). Our aim in this chapter is to contribute to this 
literature by focusing specifically on women’s interpersonal relationships with ingroup 
members, i.e., female co-workers. In addition, while the majority of the self-group distancing 
work was particularly focused on uncovering the conditions under which women distance 
themselves from each other, we are additionally interested in when they might draw together 
in response to sexism (see also Derks, Van Laar et al., 2011). Indeed, self-group distancing is 
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problematic both because it can be interpreted as discrimination from ingroup members and 
because it inhibits the social support (seeking and provision), which is most directly 
evidenced by directly examining when women draw together. 
Prior research on interpersonal relationships (and in-group relationships) therefore 
suggests that women might respond to sexism at work by distancing themselves from other 
women, but there is also evidence that the opposite can happen, whereby experiences of 
sexism instead lead women to draw together. In this paper, we hope to clarify these 
somewhat contradictory findings by considering the role played by organisational climate in 
shaping women’s relationships with other women at work. We argue that when women 
experience sexism at work, the organisational climate in which that sexism occurs can hinder 
or facilitate women’s access to this important coping response. Specifically, when women 
experience sexism at work, the perception that the organisational climate is intolerant of 
sexism will lead women to report more positive social relationships with other women in the 
workplace. However, the perception that organisational climate is tolerant of sexism may 
hinder drawing towards other women as a response to sexism.  
3.3. The Role of Organisational Climate 
Research has shown that organisational climates that tolerate sexism tend to be 
associated with more sexism and sexual harassment compared to organisational climates that 
do not tolerate sexism (Parker et al., 2002; Willness et al., 2007). However, an organisational 
climate that does not tolerate sexism does not automatically eliminate sexism altogether 
(Kaiser et al., 2013). We argue that perceived organisational tolerance of sexism is also likely 
to shape health and wellbeing outcomes when sexism does occur in an organisation. When 
sexism occurs in an organisation where there is a climate of tolerance of sexism, this might 
affect how pervasive sexism is expected to be. Sexism that is perceived to be pervasive has 
been shown to have more damaging effects on wellbeing (an important correlate and 
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precursor of social affiliative behaviour) than sexism that is perceived to be rare (Schmitt & 
Branscombe, 2002; Stroebe et al., 2011). In addition, when organizations tolerate sexism, 
victims are more likely to expect that complaining or seeking social support is likely to be 
very costly—and it is already known that the anticipated social costs of complaining decrease 
actual complaints (Shelton & Steward, 2004). Based on this reasoning, we argue that the 
organisational climate within which sexism occurs will impact women’s social relationships 
following experiences of sexism. We specifically expect that when women experience sexism 
at work, the perception that the organisational climate does not tolerate sexism will have a 
beneficial effect on their relationships with female colleagues. However, we expect that this 
beneficial effect will fade away when the organisational climate is perceived to tolerate 
sexism.  
Organisational climates include practices, procedures, and norms about behaviour that 
an organization expects from their employees (Schein, 2010; Ostroff et al., 2003; Zohar & 
Hoffman, 2012). The particular focus of this chapter is on organisational tolerance of sexism, 
which therefore refers to the absences of practices, procedures, and norms about the 
inappropriateness of sexism in the workplace. Importantly, organisational climates can also 
be expressed at the interpersonal level (Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2017), for instance by 
managers and by peers (Madlock & Booth-Butterfileds, 2011), and having a high-level 
organisational policy that clarifies intolerance of discrimination does not mean that this 
necessarily translates into similar levels of intolerance of discrimination at lower levels in the 
organization (Hebl et al., 2002; Brady et al., 2015). In this chapter, then, organisational 
climate is operationalised at three levels, namely the extent to which 1) peers, 2) managers, 
and 3) organisational policies do or do not reject sexism and support those targeted by sexist 
treatment.  
 66 
Organisational policies around equality and diversity clarify that discrimination is 
unacceptable and facilitate disciplinary action when it occurs—and therefore may reduce 
expectations of discriminatory or unfair treatment (Button, 2001; Ragins & Cornwell, 2001; 
Ruggs et al., 2015). Previous studies support the idea that managers also strongly influence 
the extent to which the workplace is perceived to tolerate discrimination (Salin, 2003; 
Bulutlar & Oz, 2009; Samnani, 2012). One reason for this is that managers are expected to 
have the power to determine how much intolerance of discrimination is emphasised at the 
local level, as well as how discriminatory events are handled (Edelman, 2005; Martinez et al., 
2013), and to provide support to victims of discrimination (Beehr et al., 1990; Ely, 1994; 
Ragins & Scandura, 1994). However, the most proximal determinant of organisational 
climate is one’s peers. As is the case for managers, it has been shown that peer networks play 
an important role in establishing social norms within the work context (James & Sells, 1981; 
James et al., 1990), and this is also likely to be true with regard to norms around sexism. 
However, it is not known how this might affect social relationships amongst women after 
they have experienced sexism, which is the focus of the current work. One previous study 
(Doyle & Molix, 2015a) with sexual minorities in the United States showed that 
discrimination was associated with greater friendship strain, but that this effect was reversed 
for those who lived in states with laws and policies that supported sexual minorities against 
discrimination. However, this study examined interpersonal relationships broadly (rather than 
social relationships with members of the in-group) and it was not conducted within an 
organisational setting as is the current research. 
3.4. The Present Research 
In this research, we examined how experiences of sexism at work affect women’s 
social relationships with other women. We assessed the role played by tolerance of sexism in 
the workplace, including perceptions of tolerance of sexism at the peer-, manager-, and 
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policy-level. We expected to find that women respond to sexism by drawing together when 
they perceive the organisational climate as less tolerant of sexism. However, we expect that 
drawing together behaviour is not triggered when they perceive the organisational climate as 
more tolerant of sexism.  Additionally, we aim to provide insight into which source (or 
sources) of tolerance of sexism (i.e., peer, manager, policy) have a more substantial impact 
on women’s social relationships with other women following experiences of sexism at work. 
Studies in this chapter have been approved by the ethical review committee at the University 
of Exeter.  
3.5. Study 2 
In Study 2, we surveyed women working in the United Kingdom, asking about their 
experiences of sexism in the workplace during the previous six months as well as perceived 
tolerance of sexism amongst their peers, their managers, and policies within their 
organisations. In addition, we assessed social relationships between participants and their 
female co-workers using a measures of co-worker friendship.   
In line with previous literature examining interpersonal relationships as a function of 
exposure to discrimination (e.g., Doyle & Molix, 2014b) we hypothesized that, overall, 
experiences of sexism would have detrimental effects on social relationships amongst women 
(H1). However, we hypothesized an interaction between experiences of sexism and perceived 
tolerance of sexism within the organisation (H2), such that experiences of sexism would be 
positively associated with social relationships with female colleagues, but only when the 
organisational climate was perceived to be less tolerant of sexism. We hypothesized that this 
effect would disappear when the organisational climate was perceived to be more tolerant of 
sexism.   
3.5.1. Method 
3.5.1.1. Design and Participants  
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 This was a cross-sectional study among working women resident in the UK. All 
participants were sampled from Prolific Academic and were compensated £2 for their time 
and effort, which is on par with payments for tasks of comparable length (approximately 15 
minutes). Using the effect size obtained in Study 1 (f2=.02; power =.80, alpha = .05), power 
analyses conducted in G*Power version 3.1 (Erdfelder et al., 1996) indicated a sample size of 
395 was necessary to detect a comparable effect. A total of 406 participants were recruited 
online. However, one participant was excluded from the study as they reported they worked 
alone with no peers or managers in their daily work environment. The age of the final 405 
participants ranged from 18 to 66 years with a mean of 37.54 years (SD = 10.37 years).  
Of the 405 participants, 264 (65.2%) worked full time and 141 (34.8%) worked part 
time at the time of data collection. More than half of the participants (64%) indicated having 
a female manager. In terms of percentage of women in the branch or immediate work group, 
232 participants (57.3%) indicated that more than 60% of their colleagues were female and 
145 (35.8%) stated that they worked with between 20 and 60% female co-workers.    
3.5.1.2. Procedure and Measure.  
 Participants were invited to take part in an online study about workplace experiences. 
The measures were presented in the order described here.  
3.5.1.2.1. Perceived Experiences with Sexism at Work. Participants completed an 
11-item sexism scale developed in prior work, focusing on personal experiences with sexism 
(Van Breen et al., manuscript in preparation). Example items are: “During the last 6 months, 
have you been in a situation where anyone at work did not take what you said seriously 
because you are a woman?” and “During the last 6 months, have you been in a situation 
where anyone at work assumed you had inferior ability (e.g., in maths or science) because 
you are a woman?” Participants indicated how frequently in the past 6 months they had such 
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an experience, ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (most of the time). The scale demonstrated good 
internal consistency in the present research, α=.92.  
3.5.1.2.2. Perceived Organisational Tolerance of Sexism. Two items were taken 
from Bingham and Scherer (1993) focused on how participants perceived sexist incidents 
were dealt with within the organization: “Unequal treatment of men and women is clearly 
discouraged in my workplace (including stereotypical comments or jokes)” and “People at 
my work ignore the unequal treatment of women when it happens”. Two other items were 
developed for the purpose of this study: “There are formal procedures to address the unequal 
treatment of women at my workplace”, and “When women are treated unequally in my 
workplace this is corrected”. These items were repeated three times, referring to perceived 
peer-, manager-, and policy-level tolerance separately. For example, to measure peer 
tolerance, the item “Unequal treatment of men and women is clearly discouraged in my 
workplace,” was adjusted to “My co-workers clearly discourage the unequal treatment of 
men and women in my workplace,” while for manager tolerance it was adjusted to “My 
manager clearly discourages the unequal treatment of men and women in my workplace,” and 
for policy tolerance it was adjusted to “Policies at my work clearly aim to discourage the 
unequal treatment of men and women in my workplace.” Participants rated their level of 
agreement with each item on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
Relevant items were reverse scored. Responses to these 12 items were subjected to a 
principal components analysis with direct oblimin rotation, which confirmed that the items 
clustered into 3 factors reflecting peer- (α=.97), manager- (α=.90), and policy-level tolerance 
(α=.86).  
3.5.1.2.3. Workplace Friendships. The central dependent variable in this study was a 
measure of women’s friendship with other women at work. To measure this, we adjusted the 
workplace friendship scale developed by Nielsen et al., (2000) by adding “female” before co-
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workers for each sentence. Six items measured friendship opportunity (e.g., “I have the 
opportunity to develop close friendships with my female co-workers at my workplace,” α = 
.90) and six items measured friendship prevalence (e.g., “I have formed strong friendships 
with my female co-workers at work,” α=.90). Participants responded to these items on a scale 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). These two scales were highly correlated, 
r(405) = .62, N= 405 p ≤ .001, and were thus combined for further analyses (α = .92). 
It is important to emphasize that the measure of sexism experiences focused on 
personal experiences with sexism in the workplace, whereas the measure of tolerance of 
sexism focused on perceptions of how peers, managers, or the organization as a whole 
responded to sexism, irrespective of who the target is. Also, while the peer tolerance measure 
focused broadly on ‘co-workers’ and ‘people’, the measure of workplace friendships clearly 
and specifically referred to ‘female co-workers’. 
3.5.1.2.4. Demographics. We included 2 items adapted from Glomb et al., (1997) to 
assess the gender composition of the immediate work environment. The items were: “What is 
your manager’s gender?” and “Please estimate the percentage of women in your branch or 
immediate work group” (ranging from 1 “0-5%” to 5 “81-100%”). Finally, participants 
indicated their age, highest educational attainment, occupation, how long they had been at 
their current job, the size of the organisation, the size of their immediate work group, how 
many people they supervised, place of birth, and their employment status.  
3.5.2. Results 
3.5.2.1. Analytic Strategy.  
 We utilized hierarchical linear regression, and entered managers’ gender (dummy 
coded as 0 = male, 1 = female), age, and reported percentage of women in the branch or 
immediate work group (mean-centred) as covariates. Age was entered as a covariate due to 
prior research with non-college samples demonstrating a negative association between age 
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and experiences with sexism (e.g., Lott et al., 2001). We then entered perceived sexism, and 
peer-, manager-, and policy-level tolerance of sexism (all mean centred). Finally, we added 
the interactions between sexism and each tolerance of sexism variable (i.e., three separate 
interaction terms). Means, standard deviations, and correlations for these variables are 
provided in Table 3.1. 
Table 3.1. 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations for Study 2 
Note. M and SD are used to represent means and standard deviation, respectively. **indicates p .01. The answer 
categories for percentage of women are: 1= 0-20%, 2= 21-40%, 3= 41-60%, 4= 61-80%, 5= 81-100%.    
3.5.2.2. Workplace Friendship with Women.  
 Overall, the main effect of sexism on workplace friendship with women was not 
statistically significant, b = .05, t(397) = .85, p = .40, 95% CI [-.07, .16], indicating that 
exposure to sexism was not associated with social distancing from other women.  
The main effect of peer tolerance of sexism was statistically significant, b = -.28, t(397) 
= -5.16, p < .001, 95% CI [-.38, -.17], indicating that women who perceived their peers as 
less tolerant of sexism also reported greater workplace friendship with women. As predicted, 
this main effect of peer tolerance of sexism was qualified by a significant interaction with 
personal experiences with sexism, b = -.21, t(397) =- 3.03, p = .003, 95% CI [-.34, -.07]. 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1.Age 
 
37.54 10.37       
2.Percentage of women 
 
3.59 1.19 .06      
3.Sexism 
 
1.52 .66 -.16** -.29**     
4.Peer tolerance 
 
2.49 .81 -.06 -.21** .45**    
5.Manager tolerance  
 
2.29 .96 -.02 -.12** .44** .63**   
6.Policy tolerance 2.29 .93 -.02 -.07 .21** .42** .52**  
7.Friendship 3.84 .76 -.08 .13** -.20** -.46** -.45** -.35** 
 72 
Breaking down this interaction2 showed that amongst women who perceived less peer 
tolerance of sexism (-1SD), more frequent experiences with sexism were associated with 
stronger workplace friendships, b = .24, t(397) = 2.54, p = .004, 95% CI [.05, .42]. This was not 
the case for women who perceived more peer tolerance of sexism, b=-.10, t(397)=1.25, p=.21, 
CI[-.25, .06]. These results are plotted in Figure 3.1.  
Regarding manager-level tolerance of sexism, results showed a main effect of 
manager tolerance on workplace friendships, such that women who perceived their managers 
to be less tolerant of sexism reported stronger workplace friendships with other women, b =- 
.17, t(397) = -3.59, p < .001, 95% CI [-.26, -.08]. As predicted—and as we found for peer 
tolerance workplace friendships with women were also affected by an interaction between 
sexism and manager tolerance of sexism, b =.12, t(397) = 2.00, p = .046, 95% CI [.00, .24]. 
However, decomposition of this interaction3 showed that more experiences of sexism were 
associated with stronger workplace friendships only for women who perceived their 
managers to be more tolerant of sexism (+1SD), b = .19, t(397) = 2.41, p = .02, 95% CI [.04, 
.34]. This effect was not present for women who perceived their managers to be less tolerant 
of sexism (-1SD), b = -.05, t(397) = -.48, p = .63, 95% CI [-.24, .15].  In sum, although there 
was an interaction between experiences of sexism and manager tolerance similar to that 
found for peer tolerance, the simple slopes revealed patterns that were quite different from 
 
2 The alternative breakdown showed that amongst women who had frequent experiences with sexism, the 
perception that peers were less tolerant of sexism was associated with more friendships with women, b=-.35, 
t(397)=-5.94, p<.001, CI[-.46, -.23]. 
 
3 The alternative breakdown showed that women who perceived their managers to be less tolerant of sexism 
reported stronger workplace friendship with other women. This effect was stronger for women whose actual 
experiences of sexism were low b=-.30, t(397)=-4.00, p<.001, CI[-.44, -.15], relative to when experiences of 
sexism were high, b=-.14, t(397)=-2.61, p=.009, CI[-.24, -.03]. 
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what was obtained for peers, as evidence for drawing together after sexism was only apparent 
when managers were perceived to be tolerant, rather than intolerant of sexism.  
Perceived tolerance of sexism at the policy-level also had a significant main effect on 
workplace friendship with other women, showing that women who reported that policies in 
their workplace were less tolerant of sexism also reported stronger workplace friendships 
with other women, b = -.10, t(397) = -2.45, p = .02, 95% CI [-.18, -.02]. However, results 
showed no statistically significant interaction between sexism and policy-level tolerance of 
sexism on workplace friendships, b =.03, t(397) =.40, p = .67, 95% CI [-.10, .15]. 
Figure 3.1.  
How peer tolerance of sexism (M) moderates the relationship between personal experiences 
with sexism (X) and workplace friendship with female co-workers (Y) in Study 2 
 
3.5.3. Discussion 
 Summarising the results of Study 2, we did not observe evidence in support of H1, or 
social distancing following exposure to sexism at work. However, we did observe some 
evidence in support of H2. That is, sexism was associated with stronger social relationships 
amongst women, but only in climates where peers were perceived to be relatively less 





































were perceived to be relatively more tolerant of sexism. In contrast, sexism was associated 
with stronger social relationships amongst women in climates where managers were 
perceived to be relatively more tolerant of sexism. Policy-level tolerance only had a main 
effect on women’s interpersonal relationships in the workplace but did not appear to modify 
the effect of sexism.  
3.6. Study 3 
 Having found initial evidence supporting the idea that sexism and organisational 
climate together might affect women’s interpersonal relationships at work, in Study 3 we 
sought to replicate and expand on this work by investigating our hypotheses in a quasi-
experimental design. Specifically, we measured women’s perceptions of tolerance of sexism 
at their workplace (peer-, manager-, and policy-level), and then introduced a manipulation of 
experiences of sexism by asking women to think back to a recent experience of sexism in 
their own lives. The outcome variable of central focus was once again friendships with 
female co-workers. For exploratory purpose, we also included a new outcome variable: 
Closeness to female co-workers. Specifically, we aimed to explore whether the central effects 
observed for friendship amongst women also appear on other indicators of social 
relationships (i.e., closeness between women).    
Our hypotheses remained largely the same as in Study 2. First, as before, we 
hypothesized that experiences of sexism would have a detrimental effect on women’s 
friendships with other women in the workplace. Even though we did not find evidence for 
distancing in Study 2, we believed it would be beneficial to re-examine this idea in an 
experimental design. Secondly, we hypothesized that peer tolerance of sexism would interact 
with experiences of sexism to affect women’s friendships with their female co-workers. 
Specifically, we expected that being reminded of experiences of sexism would increase 
reported friendship with female co-workers, but only for those who perceived that peers do 
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not tolerate sexism. Support for this hypothesis would replicate the effect found in Study 2. 
Third, we hypothesized that managers’ tolerance of sexism would mirror the effect described 
for peers above. While this was not what we observed in Study 2, we sought to further test 
this hypothesis with an experimental manipulation of sexism before reconsidering hypotheses 
regarding the pattern of effects for manager tolerance. Given that policy-level tolerance did 
not modify the effect of sexism in Study 2, we raised no hypotheses here, and instead 
included it as an exploratory variable. This study was pre-registered on the Open Science 
Framework at https://osf.io/82mgq.  
3.6.1. Method 
3.6.1.1. Design and Participants  
 This quasi-experimental study was a 2 cell (sexism vs no sexism) between-
participants design, with continuous scales measuring perceptions of peer, manager, and 
policy tolerance of sexism in the workplace. 
All participants were sampled through Prolific Academic. Using the effect size (f2 = 
.019) detected in Study 2 for the interaction between sexism and peer tolerance, power 
analysis in G*Power version 3.1 (Erdfelder et al., 1996) indicated that a sample size of 416 
was necessary to achieve power of .80. Since participants who do not report having at least 
one experience of sexism in session 1 will not be invited to session 2, to be able to reach this 
number we recruited 700 participants for the first session. Of these 700, 462 participants 
reported that they had experienced at least one instance of workplace sexism and gave 
consent for the researchers to contact them a week later, again through Prolific Academic. Of 
these 462 participants who were invited to the second session, 392 participated; however, 15 
were excluded from the study later as they did not provide the information required to 
manipulate sexism, or indicated that they had never experienced sexism at work (even though 
they indicated that they had previously experienced sexism during session 1). Therefore, the 
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final sample comprises 377 participants. All 377 participants in this study were women in 
employment and residence in the UK. Participants ranged in age from 18 to 64 years old with 
a mean of 33.31 years (SD = 10.10 years). 
Of the 377 participants, 251 (66.6%) were in full time employment, while 126 
(33.4%) were working part time when the data was collected. More than half of the 
participants (50.4%) indicated having a female manager; 153 participants (38.6%) indicated 
that more than 60% of their colleagues were female and 165 (43.8%) stated that between 20 
and 60% of their co-workers were female. 
3.6.1.2. Procedure and Measures 
 The study included two sessions a week apart. Participants provided informed consent 
in each session and were compensated £0.50 for session 1 (approximately 5 minutes in 
duration) and £1.00 for session 2 (approximately 10 minutes in duration), in line with Prolific 
Academic guidelines. 
 In session 1, participants provided the same demographic information as in Study 2 
and responded to the same 12 questions to assess tolerance of sexism. As before, we 
conducted a principal components analysis with direct oblimin rotation to examine whether 
these 12 items clustered into the three hypothesized levels (peer-, manager-, and policy-level 
tolerance). The analysis revealed that the three scales loaded in separate factors, but one of 
the four items measuring peer and manager tolerance did not load with the respective items. 
This item was “My co-workers/ my manager clearly discourage(s) the unequal treatment of 
men and women in my workplace (including stereotypical comments and jokes)” and it was 
excluded. Excluding this item improved the reliability of the peer tolerance scale (four items: 
α=.73; three items: α=.83.) and did not change the reliability of the manager tolerance scale 
(four items: α=.86; three items: α=.86). The four items used to measure tolerance at the 
policy level loaded together and formed a reliable scale (α = .87). 
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Participants also reported whether or not they had ever personally experienced sexism 
in their current workplace in the same way as in Study 2, and this was used to filter 
participation in the second session: Only participants who reported that they had experienced 
at least one instance of workplace sexism were asked to participate in the second session. 
This was done because the manipulation (in the second session) asked participants to recall a 
time when they had experienced sexism at work. Participants who were eligible for the 
second session were asked to give consent to be contacted a week later. Those who were not 
eligible (or indicated that they did not want to be contacted) were directed to the end of the 
study and debriefed.  
To disguise the goals of the study, we also included a few filler items. Four items 
measured the perceived discrimination of sexual minorities (Doyle & Molix, 2016) and nine 
items measured workplace age discrimination (Marchiondo et al., 2016). These scales were 
not included in any analyses. 
In the second session, participants were randomly allocated to one of two 
experimental conditions (sexism, no sexism) and responded to the dependent measures. In the 
sexism condition, participants were asked to recall and describe an experience when they felt 
they had been treated unfairly at work because they were women. To ensure that participants 
recalled this situation in sufficient depth, several prompts were used: “Describe, for example, 
where it happened, how many people were involved, what the person/people said or did and 
what is this person’s relationship to you.” In the no sexism condition, participants were asked 
to recall and briefly describe their usual daily route from home to work. The prompt for the 
no sexism condition was “Describe, for example, how long the route is, what means of 
transportation you use, and what challenges it involves.” 
Participants then completed the same workplace friendship measure as in Study 1, 
with minor adjustments. First, participants were asked how they felt about their co-workers at 
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the moment, rather than in general. Second, two items were excluded because they could not 
be easily adjusted to create a state (vs. trait) measure. As a result, in this study four items 
measured friendship opportunity (α = .87) and six items measured friendship prevalence (α = 
.88). As in Study 1, these two scales were highly correlated, r(391) = .70, N = 377, p < .001, 
and were thus combined for further analyses (α = .91). 
New to Study 2, to measure closeness to female co-workers, participants were 
presented with a ‘name generator,’ in which they were asked to list up to five people to whom 
they felt close at work. For each individual, participants provided initials, gender, and 
indicated how close they felt to them on a 5 points scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much). 
We summed those that were female.  
3.6.2. Results 
3.6.2.1. Analytic Strategy 
 To test our hypotheses, we conducted moderation analyses in hierarchical linear 
regressions, entering managers’ gender (dummy coded as 0 = male, 1 = female), age, and 
reported percentage of women in the branch or immediate work group (mean-centred) as 
covariates. We then entered sexism (dummy coded as no sexism = 0, sexism = 1) and peer-, 
manager-, and policy-level tolerance of sexism (mean centred). Finally, we added each of the 
three interactions between sexism and each of the tolerance variables. Means, standard 
deviations, and correlations for these variables are provided in Table 3.2.  
Table 3.2.  
Means, standard deviations, and correlations for Study 3 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1.Age 33.31 10.10       
2.Percentage of women 3.10 1.33 .01      
3.Peer tolerance  2.43 .93 .04 -.25**     
4.Manager tolerance 2.31 .97 -.03 -.20** .67**    
5.Policy tolerance  2.26 .95 -.01 -.13** .42**    
6.Friendship 3.65 .80 -.16** .08 -.18** -.17** -.16**  
7.Social closeness  3.08 1.03 -.09 -.01 -.07 -.07 -.01 .59** 
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Note. M and SD are used to represent means and standard deviation, respectively. **indicates p .01. The 
answer categories for percentage of women are: 1= 0-20%, 2= 21-40%, 3= 41-60%, 4= 61-80%, 5= 81-100%. 
 
3.6.2.2. Workplace Friendship with Women 
 As in Study 2, but contradicting Hypothesis 1, the main effect of sexism once again 
did not attain statistical significance, b = .00, t(367) = .04, p = .96, 95% CI [-.16, .17].  
The main effect of peer tolerance of sexism also did not attain statistical significance, 
b = -.07, t(367) =- 1.08, p = .28, 95% CI [-.19, .05]. There was not a statistically significant 
interaction between sexism and peer tolerance of sexism either, b =- .21, t(367) = -1.76, p = 
.08, 95% CI [-.45, .03]. However, even though this interaction did not attain statistical 
significance, we continued to decompose it4 in order to assess evidence for our further 
hypothesis, which focused on a simple effect contained within this interaction. In line with 
our hypothesis and the results of Study 1, for women who perceived less peer tolerance of 
sexism, recalling sexism at work was significantly associated with stronger workplace 
friendships relative to the control condition, b = .22, t(367) = 2.59, p = .01, 95% CI [.07 .48]. 
This effect was not present for women who perceived greater peer tolerance of sexism, b = -
.18, t(367) = 1.32, p = .19, 95% CI [-.46 .09]. These effects are represented in Figure 2.   
Regarding manager tolerance of sexism, in Study 2 we did not find either a 
statistically significant main effect of manager tolerance of sexism, b =- .08, t(367) = -1.36, p = 
.17, 95% CI [-.19, .04], or a significant interaction between sexism and manager tolerance, b 
=.02, t(367) =.15, p =.88, 95% CI [-.21, .25]. As such, there was no evidence for our hypothesis 
that after being reminded of sexism, manager tolerance of sexism would improve friendships 
amongst female colleagues. Furthermore, these findings did not replicate the unexpected 
pattern of results for manager tolerance of sexism found in Study 1. 
 
4 The alternative breakdown showed that after having been reminded of sexism, low perceived tolerance of 
sexism on the part of the peers predicted greater friendship with female co-workers, b=-.17, t(376)=-1.83, p=.07. 
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While policy-level tolerance of sexism was included for completeness, neither the 
main effect of policy-level tolerance of sexism, b = -.07, t(367) = -1.50, p = .13, 95% CI [-.17, 
.02], nor the interaction between sexism and policy level tolerance of sexism, b = -.05, t(367) = 
-.56, p = .58, 95% CI [-.24, .14], attained statistical significance.  
Figure 3.2.  
How peer tolerance of sexism (M) moderates the relationship between personal experiences 
with sexism (X) and workplace friendship with female co-workers (Y) in Study 3 
 
3.6.2.3. Exploratory Analyses: Closeness to Female Co-Workers 
 We next examined whether similar effects to those observed for workplace friendship 
with women were also evident on the new measure, closeness to female co-workers. 
Participants’ closeness to male co-workers was added as covariate in these analyses because 
this allowed us to control for what could be a generalized tendency to withdraw socially and 
to focus in this paper more specifically and uniquely on relationships with women. No 






































For peer tolerance of sexism, there was no evidence of a statistically significant main 
effect, b = -.01, t(359) = -.09, p = .93, 95% CI [-.16, .15], or interaction with sexism, b = -.01, 
t(359) = -.09, p = .93, 95% CI [-.32, .29]. Similarly, manager tolerance of sexism did not show 
a statistically significant main effect, b = -.11, t(359) = -1.47, p = .14, 95% CI [-.26, .04], nor 
did it interact with sexism, b = -.10, t(359) = -.65, p = .52, 95% CI [-.39, .19].  
Finally, while there was no evidence of a statistically significant main effect of policy 
tolerance, b = -.10, t(359) = -.65, p = .52, 95% CI [-..39, .19], the interaction between sexism 
and policy tolerance was statistically significant, b = -.30, t(359) = -2.38, p = .02, 95% CI [-.54, 
-.05]. Decomposing this interaction5 showed that women who perceived less tolerance of 
sexism at the policy level reported greater closeness with their female co-workers when they 
were reminded of sexism (sexism condition) compared to those who were not reminded of 
sexism (control condition), b = .30, t(359) = 2.46, p = .01, 95% CI [.08, .70]. These effects 
were not apparent for women who perceived greater tolerance of sexism at the policy level, b 
= -.17, t(359) = -1.11, p = .27, 95% CI [-.49, .14].  However, at this stage these effects should 
be considered preliminary as they were not directly hypothesized. 
3.6.3. Discussion 
As in Study 2, in Study 3 we failed to find evidence for social distancing following 
sexism, contradicting Hypothesis 1. Study 3 did replicate evidence from Study 1 for 
Hypothesis 2, namely that women who are reminded of sexism report stronger friendships 
with their female colleagues when they perceive their peers to be intolerant of sexism. 
However, unlike in Study 1, and unlike our hypothesis, there were no significant effects for 
manager tolerance of sexism. In addition, policy-level tolerance of sexism showed no 
 
5 The alternative decomposition showed that for women who were not reminded of sexism (control condition), 
lower perceptions of policy-level tolerance of sexism increased closeness between women, b=-.17, t(359)=-2.10, 
p=.03, CI[-.34, -.01]. 
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significant effects in Study 1, whereas in Study 3, an interesting pattern emerged suggesting 
that experiences with sexism were significantly associated with greater closeness to female 
colleagues when participants perceived less policy-level tolerance of sexism (mirroring 
moderating effects of peer tolerance on workplace friendship with women). 
In sum, results from Studies 2 and 3 demonstrate that peer tolerance of sexism affects 
the relationship between sexism and women’s affiliation with other women. However, results 
for manager- and policy-level tolerance are less clear. This led us to conduct another study to 
replicate and further examine these results. Given mixed findings for closeness in Study 3, we 
also aimed to prioritize this dependent variable in Study 3 by focusing on it as our key 
outcome measure. 
3.7. Study 4 
This study aimed to replicate Study 2, with a new sample. It was virtually identical to 
Study 3 with one exception: In this study, we focused on closeness to female co-workers, and 
accordingly chose to measure it before measuring workplace friendship (that is, directly after 
the manipulation of sexism) in order to account for potential order effects. Therefore, we first 
asked participants to list their friends and then rate closeness with them before moving on to 
rate their general friendship with their female colleagues.  
The hypotheses of this study were identical to those of Study 3, although we now 
focus on closeness to female co-workers as well as friendship with female co-workers as the 
key outcomes. First, as before, we hypothesized that experiences of sexism would have a 
detrimental effect on women’s closeness (H1a) and friendship (H1b) with other women in the 
workplace. Secondly, we hypothesized that peer tolerance of sexism would interact with 
experiences of sexism to affect women’s closeness (H2b) and friendship (H2b) with their 
female co-workers. Specifically, we expected that being reminded of experiences of sexism 
would strengthen closeness and friendship with female co-workers, but only for those who 
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perceived that peers were less tolerant of sexism in the workplace. However, we expected 
that this effect would disappear for those who perceived that peers were more tolerant of 
sexism. Given that manager- and policy-level tolerance produced inconsistent results in 
Studies 2 and 3, we included them here without making firm hypotheses regarding their 
effects.  
3.7.1. Method 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations for these variables are provided in Table 
3.3. 
Table 3.3. 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations for Study 4 
Note. M and SD are used to represent means and standard deviation, respectively. **indicates p .01. The answer 
categories for percentage of women are: 1= 0-20%, 2= 21-40%, 3= 41-60%, 4= 61-80%, 5= 81-100%. 
3.7.1.1. Design, Participants, Procedure, and Measures  
 The design and procedure of this study were identical to that of Study 3 with the 
exception of the order of outcome measures. Using the effect size (f2=.019) detected in Study 
1, power analysis in G*Power version 3.1 (Erdfelder et al., 1996) indicated that a sample size 
of 416 was necessary to achieve power of .80. To be able to reach this number at the end of 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1.Age 34.69 10.48       
2.Percentage of women 
 
3.46 1.22 .06      
3.Peer tolerance  2.50 .83 -.07 -.13**     
4.Manager tolerance 2.28 .90 -.04 -.11 .64**    
5.Policy tolerance  2.26 .94 -.15** -.03 .45** .48**   
6.Friendship 3.68 .79 -.12** .04 -.23** -.14** -.16**  
7.Social closeness  3.29 .95 -.05 -.03 -.19** -.10 -.07 .56** 
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the second session, we again recruited 700 participants for the first session of the study. Of 
these 700, 465 participants reported that they had experienced at least one instance of 
workplace sexism and gave consent for the researchers to contact them a week later, again 
through Prolific Academic. Of these 465 participants who were invited to the second session, 
405 participated; however, 14 were excluded from the study as they did not complete the 
questions involved in the manipulation of sexism or indicated that they had never 
experienced sexism at work (even though they had indicated previously experiencing sexism 
at work during session 1). The final sample comprised 391 participants.  
All 391 participants in this study were women in employment and residence in the 
UK, with ages ranging from 18 to 66 years old (M = 34.69 years; SD = 10.48 years). Of the 
391 participants, 266 (68%) worked full time while 125 (32 %) worked part time when the 
data were collected. More than half of our participants (57.5 %) indicated having a female 
manager; 203 participants (51.9 %) indicated that more than 60% of their colleagues were 
female and 158 (40.4 %) stated that between 20 and 60% of their co-workers were female. 
 Participants completed the same measures (in the same sessions) as in Study 2 (peer 
tolerance α=.74, manager tolerance α=.84, policy tolerance α=.87). As in Study 3, in the 
second session of Study 4, participants were randomly allocated to the sexism or no sexism 
conditions. Then, participants completed the same measures of closeness to female co-
workers and workplace friendships (α=.91; correlation between friendship opportunity and 
prevalence: r = .73, N = 391, p < .001), but in the reverse order.  
3.7.2. Results 
3.7.2.1. Closeness to Female Co-Workers 
 Using the same analytic strategy as in Study 3, we first examined whether the effects 
observed for workplace friendships in Study 2 and 3 were also evident on our measure of 
closeness to female co-workers in Study 4. We added women’s closeness to male co-workers 
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as a covariate in the model as we did in Study 3. Results showed a statistically significant 
main effect of sexism, b = .28, t(370) = 2.42, p = .02, 95% CI [.05, .50], indicating that 
recalling sexism led women to report greater closeness with other women at work, 
contradicting Hypothesis 1.  
The statistically significant main effect of peer tolerance of sexism, b = -.25, t(370) = -
2.75, p = .006, 95% CI [-.43, -.07], showed that women who perceived their peers to be less 
tolerant of sexism reported greater closeness to female co-workers. However, these 
significant main effects were not qualified by a statistically significant interaction between 
sexism and peer tolerance of sexism, b = -.31, t(370) = -1.69, p = .09, 95% CI [-.05, .67]. As in 
Study 2, even though this interaction did not attain statistical significance, we continued to 
decompose it6 in order to assess evidence for our further hypothesis, which focused on a 
simple effect contained within this interaction. In line with our hypothesis, for women who 
perceived less peer tolerance of sexism, experiences with sexism were significantly 
associated with stronger closeness to female co-workers, b = .28, t(370) = 2.80, p = .005, 95% 
CI [-.92, -.15]. This association was not apparent for women who perceived greater tolerance 
of sexism at the peer level, b = .02, t(370) = .11, p = .91, 95% CI [-.39, .35]. These results are 
plotted in Figure 3. 
No statistically significant main effect emerged for manager tolerance of sexism, b = 
.09, t(370) = 1.07, p = .29, 95% CI [-..08, .27]; the interaction between sexism and manager 
tolerance of sexism was also not significant, b = -.14, t(370) = -.77, p = .44, 95% CI [-.48, .21]. 
For policy-level tolerance, neither the main effect, b = -.03, t(370) = -.33, p = .74, 95% CI [-
 
6 The alternative breakdown showed that amongst women who were reminded of sexism (sexism condition), the 
perception that peers were less tolerant of sexism was associated with greater closeness with female co-workers, 
b=-.44, t(370)=-3.00, p=.003, CI[-.73, -.15]. 
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.17, .12], nor the interaction with sexism, b = -.19, t(370) = -1.27, p = .21, 95% CI [-.48, .10], 
attained statistical significance. 
Figure 3.3. 
How peer tolerance of sexism (M) moderates the relationship between personal experiences 




3.7.2.2. Workplace Friendships with Women 
 As in Study 3, the main effect of sexism on workplace friendships with women was 
not statistically significant, b = .08, t(370) = .96, p = .34, 95% CI [-.23, .08].  
However, once again there was a significant main effect of peer tolerance of sexism, b 
= -.21, t(370) = -3.23, p = .001, 95% CI [-.33, -.08]. This finding indicated that women who 
perceived their peers as less tolerant of sexism also reported greater workplace friendships 
with women. However, the interaction between sexism and peer tolerance of sexism was not 
statistically significant for this measure, b = -.13, t(370) = -1.01, p = .31, 95% CI [-.12, .38]. 
Neither the main effect of manager tolerance of sexism, b = .04, t(370) = .64, p = .52, 
95% CI [-.08, .16], nor the interaction with sexism, b = -.09, t(370) = -.71, p = .48, 95% CI [-
.32, .15], attained statistical significance. There was no significant main effect of policy-level 































significant interaction between sexism and policy-level tolerance, b = -.17, t(370) = -1.76, p = 
.08, 95% CI [-.37, .02]. However, the trend7 suggested that for women who perceived less 
policy-level tolerance of sexism, recalling sexism was significantly associated with stronger 
workplace friendships compared to the control condition, b = .23, t(370) = 1.97, p = .049, 95% 
CI [-.49, -.00]. These effects were not apparent for women who perceived greater tolerance of 
sexism at the policy level, b = -.09, t(370) =-.70, p = .48, 95% CI [-.15, .33]. 
3.7.3. Discussion 
Here, we found experiences of sexism led women to report increased closeness with 
their female colleagues in this study, which does not support Hypothesis 1. However, we 
again found evidence in support of our second hypothesis, that organisational tolerance of 
sexism moderates the effect of sexism on women’s relationships with other women. 
Specifically, we found that women reported greater closeness to their female co-workers after 
recalling sexism, but only for those that perceived their peers to be relatively low in tolerance 
of sexism.  
Although this pattern was revealed in different measures in Studies 2 and 3 relative to 
Study 4, these measures are conceptually similar, and the patterns are the same across studies. 
The order in which these variables were presented might explain why the effect appeared on 
different measures in Studies 3 and 4. In Study 3, participants first completed the measure of 
workplace friendship, then closeness to female co-workers; but this order was reversed in 
Study 4.  
With regard to the other two levels of organisational tolerance, the results of Study 2 
were not replicated in Studies 3 and 4. Specifically, in Study 2 experiences of sexism were 
 
7 The alternative breakdown showed that amongst women who were not reminded of sexism (control condition), 
higher perceptions of policy-level tolerance were associated with greater friendship with female colleagues, b=-
.13, t(370)=-2.02, p=.045, CI[-.26, .00]. 
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associated with greater friendship with female colleagues, but only amongst those who 
reported greater tolerance of sexism from their managers. However, this effect was not 
replicated in Studies 3 and 4. With regard to perceived policy tolerance, in Study 2, policy-
level tolerance did not interact with perceived sexism to influence women’s friendship with 
their female co-workers; however, in Studies 3 and 4, some interesting patterns emerged, 
suggesting that in cases of less policy-level tolerance of sexism, recalling sexism may 
significantly increase closeness to female colleagues (Study 3) and strengthen workplace 
friendship with female co-workers (Study 4). This pattern – although not directly covered in 
our hypotheses – suggests that under some circumstances, policy-level tolerance may have 
effects that mirror peer-level tolerance, whereby experiences of sexism lead women to 
affiliate with their female colleagues when perceptions of tolerance are low.  
3.8. General Discussion 
 Across three studies, we demonstrated that women’s social relationships with their 
female colleagues might be affected by personal experiences with sexism and the 
organisational climate in which that sexism occurs. When experiences of sexism occur within 
an organisational climate that is perceived to be intolerant of sexism, women might 
strengthen social bonds with their female co-workers as a way of coping with sexism. That is, 
after experiences with sexism, the perception that peers (and potentially organisational 
policy) do not tolerate sexism can draw women to each other. However, the perception that 
one’s peers tolerate sexism hinders this effect, thereby making it harder for women to engage 
in such a positive coping response. This shows that peer tolerance of sexism is key in shaping 
the social consequences of experiences of sexism. In these studies, affiliative tendencies took 
the form of stronger workplace friendships with other women as well as greater reported 
closeness to female co-workers.  
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While the majority of prior work in this area demonstrates patterns of self-group 
distancing, our results mainly highlight when women draw together (or fail to do so). Here it 
is important to stress that this ‘other side of the coin’ is not unrelated to self-group distancing 
and can in fact help shed light on when this emerges, as well as when it does not. This has in 
fact already been acknowledged in prior work, as when Derks and her colleagues (Derks, 
Ellemers et al., 2011) examined support for collective action and showed that senior women 
who were highly identified with their gender responded to sexism by reporting more support 
for collective action in favour of women. Again, we contribute to this analysis by focusing on 
when women draw to each other and when they do not, which does not provide direct 
evidence of self-group distancing, but does contribute to broader understandings of when 
women are able to support each other in response to sexism. 
Taken together, then, this work sheds light on the question of when women draw 
together with other women (Haslam & Reicher, 2006; Branscombe et al., 1999; Jetten et al., 
2001). Specifically, this work shows that an organisational climate that is less tolerant of 
sexism can encourage women to draw together after experiences of sexism. A key theoretical 
contribution of this work is that while exposure to sexism and perceived tolerance of sexism 
might often go hand in hand, there is clear value in distinguishing between these concepts. 
For example, a particular workplace might have a few sexist individuals, but also several 
colleagues who do not tolerate this behaviour. Our argument is that the harm caused by those 
few individuals is worse when colleagues tolerate such behaviour than when they do not. 
This insight may have important practical implications for organizations’ efforts to improve 
diversity climates. The fact that these findings emerged across a correlational study and two 
quasi-experimental studies attests to the consistency of these effects. 
Another issue worth considering is why women would pursue closeness with other 
women. Previous literature has shown that social support can help people deal with negative 
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experiences in general (Zapf et al., 1996) and sexism in particular (Cihangir et al., 2014; 
Major et al., 2003). However, past research also shows that other in-group members are not 
necessarily supportive, especially when it comes to supporting discrimination claims (Kaiser 
et al., 2006; Kahn et al., 2015). Taking this literature together with the findings from the 
current work, we suggest that experiences of sexism lead women to pursue closeness with 
women who are intolerant of sexism as a way of accessing social support from others whom 
they expect to be supportive—a well-considered coping response. That is, this chapter 
extends previous literature on the benefits of social support by demonstrating that women 
actively pursue closeness/draw together with those who might provide social support, but 
may not be able to do so when this type of support is not expected or available (in the case of 
greater tolerance of sexism).  
 With regards to tolerance, it was peer tolerance of sexism, in particular, that most 
consistently emerged as a moderator of responses to sexism (although policy tolerance also 
demonstrated suggestive evidence in the same direction). However, we did not find a similar 
interaction between sexism and manager tolerance of sexism. In Study 2, the main effect of 
manager tolerance of sexism suggested an overall positive association with friendship with 
female co-workers. This was qualified by an interaction with sexism, in which experiences of 
sexism were related to stronger friendship with female co-workers, but only among those 
who perceived their managers to be more tolerant of sexism. Although this finding was not as 
hypothesised, we consider it interesting to discuss and potentially worthy of further 
investigation.  
Previous research has examined how experiences of sexism affect managers’ attitudes 
towards their subordinates (Derks, Van Laar et al., 2011; Derks et al., 2016), and 
subordinates’ attitudes towards their managers (Sterk et al., 2018). For instance, Paustion-
Underdahl and her colleagues (2017) found that women feel less supported by their female 
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supervisors than their male supervisors. Here, we show that managers’ attitudes might 
similarly impact relationships amongst their subordinates. Specifically, when managers are 
not tolerant of sexism, this might encourage friendships amongst their female subordinates. 
However, this main effect is qualified by the fact that actually experiencing sexism seemed to 
be tied to affiliative responses among female subordinates only when managers were more 
tolerant of sexism. This might be because unlike with peer tolerance, manager tolerance does 
not convey much information about how much support women will receive from other 
women after they experience sexism. Therefore, when they perceive their managers to be 
more tolerant of sexism, women may be even more inclined to seek informal social support 
from other women in the workplace (rather than, for example, lodging an official complaint 
or addressing the matter with their managers, which is a strategy that might be more 
appropriate when managers are intolerant of sexism). However, it is worth noting that these 
effects were only present in Study 2 and not in the experimental studies (Studies 3 and 4), and 
as such should be interpreted with caution until they are replicated.  
Interestingly, policy-level tolerance had little impact on women’s friendship with 
other female co-workers in the correlational study; however, some interesting patterns 
emerged with regards to closeness between women, suggesting that in cases of less policy-
level tolerance of sexism, sexism was significantly associated with greater closeness to 
female colleagues (Study 3). There was also a marginally significant interaction showing that 
sexism is associated with greater workplace friendship with female co-workers in cases less 
policy level tolerance of sexism (Study 4). These effects mirror the central findings of this 
study with regards to peer tolerance, although patterns were not as strong. One reason why 
they were less strong might be that policy-level tolerance of sexism is relatively abstract (or 
distal) for women. In other words, policy-level tolerance might be quite removed from 
women’s daily experiences because interactions and experiences with peers are more tangible 
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and concrete for women. In a similar vein, previous research suggests that having an 
organisational policy that clarifies intolerance of discrimination does not mean that this 
necessarily translates into less tolerance of discrimination at lower levels in the organization 
(Hebl at al., 2002; Brady et al., 2015), suggesting some degree of dissociation between these 
levels.  
3.8.1. Limitations and Future Directions  
One limitation of this work is that our participants were primarily employed in 
female-dominated work environments (although this was not deliberately due to our sampling 
strategies). It would be interesting to see if the results regarding experiences of sexism and 
tolerance of sexism differ for women in male dominated work environments. One reason why 
it is important to work with women in a male dominated setting is that men often show that 
they are unaware of, and disconnected from, sexist treatment of women (Tougas & Beaton, 
2002). Therefore, in a male dominated environment, women might feel greater peer tolerance 
of sexism, as well as have fewer female co-workers with whom to affiliate. That is to say, the 
findings of the current studies can only emerge when other women are around. It might be 
interesting to examine, in addition, what is the minimum proportion of women in a work 
environment necessary to encourage women to draw to each other in response to sexist 
treatment.  
In addition, as studies in this paper did not manipulate, but measured, perceptions of 
tolerance and interpersonal relationships, it is not possible to know precisely whom 
participants were thinking about when responding to these measures and whether or not these 
were the same people. That said, the measure of tolerance we used specifically refers to ‘my 
co-workers’ and ‘people’ (which does not exclude men), while the measures of social 
relationships explicitly mention ‘my female co-workers’ or investigate social closeness to 
‘female co-workers’. However, we acknowledge that this does not completely disambiguate 
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the results and therefore future research might try to exert more control over these 
interpretations.  
Additionally, we tried to separate three levels of tolerance of sexism (peer-, manager-, 
and policy-level tolerance), but these three levels are not necessarily entirely distinct from 
one another. Specifically, manager tolerance and policy-level tolerance of sexism may, in 
real-life contexts, not be independent. One reason for this is that managers’ actions may play 
a role in shaping organisational policies. For example, Edelman (2005) points to the fact that 
many organisational managers create their own organisational policies against discrimination. 
In addition, Martinez and colleagues (Martinez et al., 2013) argue that organisational-level 
policies are not always clear for employees; for this reason, sometimes managers need to 
filter these policies through their own beliefs and actions. 
The role of manager tolerance of sexism should also be investigated further in future 
work. The suggestive evidence observed here needs to be replicated, but research examining 
motivational underpinnings of both seeking support from other women as well as potentially 
filing formal complaints following sexism could help to clarify discrepant findings in the 
current studies. Overall, these results underscore the importance of continuing to try to 
distinguish the various levels of organisational climate that might convey tolerance of sexism. 
3.8.2. Conclusions 
The goal of the present chapter was to understand when women draw together (versus 
distance from each other) as a response to sexism. Specifically, we tested whether three levels 
of organisational tolerance of sexism (peer, manager, and policy), have an impact on 
women’s tendency to draw together at work in response to sexism. The combination of cross-
sectional and quasi-experimental studies showed that the effect of peer tolerance of sexism 
was the most consistent among the three levels of organisational climate, demonstrating that 
when women perceived that their peers were less tolerant of sexism, experiences of sexism 
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led to increased affiliation with other women, but this did not occur when women perceived 
their peers to be more tolerant of sexism. This insight may have important practical 
















Chapter 4: Disentangling Co-Worker Tolerance from Co-Worker Sexism:  
A Laboratory Study 
In 2016, Nicola Thorp, a London receptionist in a finance company, was sent home 
from work without pay because she refused to wear high heels at work—an incident 
considered by many to illustrate the different treatment that men and women often receive at 
work (Khomami, 2016). Unfortunately, this is not an isolated event: Studies show that 
women often face sexism, at work and outside work, on a daily basis (Davison & Burke, 
2000; Stamarski & Son Hing, 2015). This impacts women in a wide range of ways, from 
difficulty accessing leadership roles (Eagly & Carli, 2007; Barreto et al., 2009), to 
underrepresentation in male-dominated fields (Diekmann et al., 2010; Else-Quest et al., 
2010). Although the detrimental effects of sexism on women’s physical and mental health 
(Schmader et al., 2008; Borrel et al., 2010; for a review Barreto & Ellemers, 2013) have been 
well documented, less is known about the impact of sexism on women’s social relationships 
with other women. In this PhD we aim to advance knowledge in this area by examining how 
aspects of the (work) environment, such as organizational (in)tolerance of sexism, might 
shape how sexism impacts women’s relationships with female co-workers.  
Chapters 2 and 3 of this thesis reported our initial steps in this direction. Specifically, 
in Chapter 2 we found some evidence that women are more distressed about encountering 
sexism if they also perceive their peers to tolerate sexism. In Chapter 3, we found that women 
are more likely to report closeness to their female co-workers in response to sexism when 
they perceive their peers to be less tolerant of sexism. This chapter complements that research 
in several ways: 1) by disentangling co-worker behavioural tolerance (e.g., protest) from the 
extent to which co-workers claim to object to sexism; 2) by offering a simultaneous analysis 
of wellbeing and behaviour within the same study, and testing the possible mediation of 
behaviour by wellbeing; and 3) by extending the focus on affiliation with other women to 
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affiliation with male co-workers and perpetrators. In what follows, we elaborate on each of 
these aims. 
4.1. Disentangling Co-Worker Tolerance from Co-Worker Sexism 
The studies reported in the prior chapters did not manipulate co-worker tolerance of 
sexism, but instead measured this predictor. In doing so, although experiences with 
workplace sexism were also measured and taken into account in the analyses, our 
operationalisation of tolerance in our prior studies did not separate the extent to which co-
workers are expected to state objection to sexism from the extent to which they are expected 
to actually protest against it. In fact, one might argue that these two factors often go hand in 
hand in real life—what one might classify as a ‘natural confound’. That said, they are not the 
same thing (Hunt & Folberg, 2021): Co-workers might be very supportive of targets of 
sexism in private, for example, but unwilling to initiate or support actual protest.  
In this chapter, we offer a fully experimental analysis of the interplay between 
experiences with sexism and peer tolerance of sexism by manipulating both factors and 
randomly allocating participants to each of the four resulting conditions. Crucially, this 
allows us to manipulate tolerance of sexism in a way that controls for co-workers’ 
disagreement with the sexist incident and varies only the extent to which they were willing to 
tolerate the sexism treatment by accepting it or, instead, by protesting against it.   
This conceptualization of tolerance of sexism relates to behaviours such as protest, or 
confrontation of prejudice, also examined in the social psychological literature (see Kaiser & 
Major, 2006 for a review). Knowledge from these areas suggests that it can be important to 
control for perceived sexism when examining how those who engage in protest (or 
confrontation) are perceived. For example, early work by Kaiser and Miller (2001) showed 
that individuals who complained to have been discriminated against were more negatively 
evaluated than those who attributed a negative outcome to their poor effort or performance, 
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even when the odds that discrimination had taken place were extremely high. Other work, 
however, showed that when researchers compared targets who similarly perceived the 
treatment they received as discriminatory, but differed in whether or not they protested about 
that treatment, they found that those who protested were often more positively evaluated than 
those who did not (Dodd et al., 2001; Garcia et al., 2010; Kahn et al., 2015; Kaiser et al., 
2009). 
Research in this area has also shown that targets of sexism tend to benefit from others 
engaging in protest or confrontation on their behalf (Czopp & Monteith, 2003; Czopp et al., 
2006). Indeed, when others (often designated as ‘allies’) point out that a target has received 
sexist treatment, or engage in protest or confrontation on their behalf, they might improve the 
extent to which targets detect sexism (Cihangir et al., 2014) and increase the efficacy of 
protest actions (Czopp & Monteith, 2003). This particular type of social (peer) support is 
therefore important and might also modify the impact of sexism on social relationships.  
In the present study, we extended this to examine whether co-worker tolerance of 
sexism would moderate the effect of sexism on women’s social affiliation with other women. 
We manipulated co-worker tolerance of sexism by varying whether co-workers expressed 
disapproval of sexism, but either tolerated that treatment or protested against it. Given that 
whether allies are male or female can modify the effect of their behaviour on targets (Adams 
et al., 2006; Cihangir et al., 2014), we wish to sidestep the issue of ally gender by including 
both male and female co-workers as sources of the message used to manipulate tolerance. 
When operationalised in this way, and in line with past research, one might expect that 
sexism might have fewer negative effects when co-workers are less tolerant of sexism than 
when they are more tolerant of sexism. 
4.2. A Simultaneous Analysis of Wellbeing and Social Outcomes  
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A second goal of the research reported in this chapter was to offer a simultaneous 
examination of psychological wellbeing and social affiliation. Until now, in this thesis, we 
have looked separately at the interplay of sexism experiences and tolerance of sexism on 
women’s wellbeing (Chapter 2) and on women’s interpersonal relationships with other 
women (Chapter 3). We now examine these two outcomes in the same study and relate them 
to each other. Importantly, whereas in Chapter 2 we found that experiences with sexism were 
only negatively associated with well-being when the workplace was perceived as more 
tolerant of sexism, in Chapter 3 we found that sexism was only positively associated with 
social behaviour when the workplace was perceived as less tolerant of sexism. In short, so far 
our results suggest that women feel worse about sexism when they perceive their workplace 
to be more tolerant of sexism and are more likely to affiliate with other women after 
encountering sexism when they perceive their peers to be less tolerant of sexism. It is of 
course possible that wellbeing and behavioural outcomes are influenced by different factors. 
However, it is important to note that the studies in Chapters 2 and 3 employed rather different 
methods so it is crucial to examine these in the same study. Indeed, in Chapter 2 tolerance 
was assessed with a measure of general perceptions of workplace tolerance. By contrast, in 
Chapter 3 we distinguished between three different types of environmental tolerance (peer, 
manager, and organizational policy) and participants completed all three measures. This 
might have led to implicit comparisons between workplace tolerance at different levels of 
analysis, which might have changed the meaning of each measure. In this chapter we 
manipulate only peer tolerance of sexism and examine affect and behaviour within the same 
study to enable a more direct comparison between the two, as well as explore whether 
wellbeing mediates effects on behaviour. 
As already reviewed in prior chapters, research has shown that exposure to sexism can 
have important wellbeing consequences in ways that can impact social relationships. For 
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example, sexism can increase feelings of depression and anxiety (Landrine et al., 1995; 
Kobrynowicz & Branscombe, 1997; Klonoff et al., 2000; Swim et al., 2001; Barreto & 
Ellemers, 2005a), lower personal self-esteem (Swim et al., 2001; Schmitt et al., 2002), and 
increase anger (for a review see Barreto & Ellemers, 2015). At the same time, experiences 
with prejudice can actually protect wellbeing if they serve as alternative explanations for 
negative outcomes (Crocker & Major, 1989), though this is not always found (see Barreto & 
Ellemers, 2015 for a review). In turn, these types of affective responses are important 
predictors of well-functioning interpersonal relationships: Anxiety, depression, anger, and 
low self-esteem tend to be detrimental to social interactions (Bolger & Eckenrode, 1991; 
Diong et al., 2005; Erol & Orth, 2013; Houston & Vavak, 1991; Murray et al., 2000, 2006; 
Smith et al., 1988; Srivastava & Beer, 2005). Anger, however, is sometimes positive for 
social affiliation, for example when it stems from discriminatory treatment and draws those 
who share a stigmatized identity together to address social inequalities (van Zomeran et al., 
2004). 
 We propose that peer tolerance of sexism will moderate the effect of sexism on both 
wellbeing and behavioural outcomes, and that wellbeing is likely to at least partially mediate 
the effect of the interaction between sexism and tolerance on women’s willingness to engage 
with other women (see Figure 4.1). Specifically, we expect that experiences with sexism are 
likely to lead to more anxiety, more depression, lower personal self-esteem, more anger, and 
less social affiliation with peers. We also expect this is likely to be worsened when peers are 
perceived to be more tolerant of sexism than when they are less tolerant—that is, we expect 
more negative wellbeing outcomes when there is less support from peers (i.e., more tolerance 
for sexism). 
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Figure 4.1  
Theoretical model linking sexism, peer tolerance of sexism, wellbeing, and social affiliation 
with other women 
 
 
4.3. Exploratory Outcomes: Affiliation with Other Men and the Perpetrator 
Finally, the research reported in the current chapter will extend our prior research by 
adding to the examination of women’s willingness to engage with female peers, an 
exploration of women’s willingness to engage with male peers and with a perpetrator. It is 
important to note that affiliation with other men and the perpetrator were added to this current 
study for exploratory purposes. Past research on intergroup interactions suggests that 
experiences with prejudice from dominant group members reduce one’s willingness to 
engage with members of the dominant group (Shelton et al., 2005; Tropp, 2003), often due to 
anxiety about renewed exposure to prejudice. In addition, research on targets’ willingness to 
confront perpetrators of prejudice shows this behaviour is very infrequent because targets 
anticipate and fear the social costs associated with doing so (Kaiser & Miller, 2001; Shelton 
& Stewart, 2004; Swim & Hyers, 1999; Woodzicka & LaFrance, 2001). In this chapter, we 
explore whether peer tolerance of sexism might moderate these effects, so that the link 
between exposure to sexism and avoidance of dominant group members and perpetrators 













4.4. Overview of Study and Hypotheses  
In the preceding chapters of this thesis, the emphasis was on understanding how 
organisational tolerance of sexism impacts women’s wellbeing (Chapter 2) and interpersonal 
relationships with other women (Chapter 3). The aim of this current study was to examine 
once again whether peer intolerance of sexism moderates the effect of sexism on wellbeing 
and interpersonal relationships with other women, this time adopting a more restrictive 
operationalization of tolerance, examining both wellbeing and behaviour in the same study, 
and orthogonally manipulating both predictors. New to this study, and for exploratory 
purposes, we also examine willingness to engage with other men and with perpetrators. 
Based on the results of previous studies in this thesis and in the literature, we proposed the 
following hypotheses: 
Exposure to sexism was expected to have a detrimental effect on women’s willingness 
to engage with other women (Hypothesis 1a). Although in the previous chapter we found that 
sexism had a positive effect on women’s affiliation with other women, the opposite has been 
found in prior research (Doyle & Molix, 2014a, 2014b, 2015a) and given the changes in 
methodology we employ in this study, we retain this prediction. We also expected that this 
negative link between sexism and affiliation with other women would be more apparent when 
peers are more tolerant of sexism than when they are less tolerant of sexism (Hypothesis 1b). 
Exposure to sexism was expected to have a negative effect on psychological 
wellbeing—increasing anxiety, depression, and anger, and decreasing personal self-esteem 
(Hypothesis 2a). Again, we also expected sexism and tolerance of sexism to interact to 
predict wellbeing, so that the negative link between sexism and wellbeing would be stronger 
when peers are more tolerant of sexism than when they are less tolerant (Hypothesis 2b). 
Wellbeing was expected to at least partially mediate the effect of sexism on women’s 
willingness to engage with other women, but we expected this to depend on the specific 
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wellbeing outcome. Specifically, we expected high anxiety, high depression and low self-
esteem to lead to less affiliation with other women (Hypothesis 3a), but high anger to lead to 
more affiliation with other women (Hypothesis 3b). In practice, this means that anxiety, 
depression, and self-esteem would be responsible for a negative and anger  for a positive 
indirect effect of sexism on social affiliation.  
Peer tolerance of sexism was expected to moderate the direct and indirect effects of 
exposure to sexism on women’s willingness to engage with other women via the wellbeing 
mediators (Hypothesis 4). Specifically, less peer tolerance of sexism was expected to buffer 
the impact of sexism on wellbeing and on women’s willingness to engage with other women. 
 For exploratory purposes, we also investigated the effect of the manipulations on 
women’s willingness to engage with other men and perpetrators, and the role of the wellbeing 
mediators in this process. 
4.5. Pilot Study 
 We started by pilot testing the experimental set-up, to examine whether it 
appropriately manipulated exposure to sexism and peer tolerance of sexism, as well as trial 
our dependent measures of willingness to engage with peers and the perpetrator.  
4.5.1. Method 
4.5.1.1. Design and Participants 
 This pilot study followed a 2 (peer tolerance of sexism: less vs more) X 2 (exposure to 
sexism: sexism vs no sexism) between-participants design. Participants were 40 first year 
female students (10 per condition) at the College of Life and Environmental Science (CLES), 
University of Exeter. All participants were British to control for commonality with the actors 
in the videos which were used to deliver the manipulation of peer intolerance of sexism. The 
study took approximately 20 minutes and participants were compensated with £3 for their 
time and effort, in line with local guidelines.  
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4.5.1.2. Procedure 
 Participants were recruited for a study about improving students’ social life in the 
college. After reading the information sheet and indicating consent, participants were 
randomly allocated to conditions. The experimenter suggested that there were other 
participants in adjacent rooms, some completing similar tasks and some completing different 
tasks. To do that, the experimenter asked participants’ names and pretended to go through a 
list of participants for that session, to allocate them to their particular room. Participants then 
took their place inside individual cubicles, received the manipulation of intolerance of sexism 
through the computer and the manipulation of exposure to sexism from the experimenter, and 
completed the dependent measures. 
To manipulate peer tolerance of sexism, participants viewed a video of alleged 
undergraduate students answering an interviewer’s questions. The questions and answers 
were about the social life of students in the college from which we drew the study sample 
(College of Life and Environmental Sciences, or CLES). Across conditions, the videos 
portrayed the same actors (3 pairs of students, each answering separate questions), 
responding to the questions in exactly the same way across condition, except for the last 
question, which served to manipulate perceived peer tolerance of sexism (see Appendix E for 
the full wording of all videos). Because the source of confrontation matters (Czopp et al., 
2006; Drury & Kaiser, 2014; Gervais & Hillard, 2014; Vaccarino & Kawakami, 2020), we 
opted to include both male and female actors in the video that delivered the manipulation, 
although it was the male actor who made the key statement. In the condition portraying less 
tolerance of sexism, the last question and answer were:  
“How would you describe the atmosphere in the college? 
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Answer (male student) = it’s great, really good. Being a CLES student is really 
amazing, we get all sorts of great opportunities—sometimes we even get to go into 
business and meet the big players.  
[Turning to his female friend]: Do you remember last year when we went to that 
company? 
Answer (female student) = Yes, I remember, that was cool, except that female 
students were told they had to wear high heels for the visit... 
Answer (male student) = Oh yeah, right.  That wasn’t good.  We all thought at the 
time that it wasn’t right—both the guys and girls were together in this.  It’s actually 
rather sexist. Not cool really. We discussed it and decided to complain because we’d 
rather not go on the visit if this was a condition.” 
In the condition portraying more tolerance of sexism, the answer to the last question is 
exactly the same except for the last sentence: 
“… 
Answer (male student) = Oh yeah, right.  That wasn’t good.  We all thought at the 
time that it wasn’t right—both the guys and girls were together in this.  It’s actually 
rather sexist.  Not cool really, but we decided just to suck it up and go anyway.”   
After watching the interviews, we asked participants to generate ideas to improve the 
social life of students in their college. Participants were told that these ideas would 
subsequently be judged by other participants, whose task was not to generate ideas, but to 
evaluate them. We manipulated sexism by varying the (bogus) feedback participants received 
from these judges. Importantly, participants were told that these judges were not the same 
students in the video that they had watched. In the sexism conditions, participants were given 
sexist feedback: “These suggestions are not bad, but they all sound a bit emotional and 
sensitive. They must be from a female student, it’s easy to see that. So I don’t think they are 
 105 
helpful for male students. I am not convinced this is what we should prioritize in CLES.” In 
the non-sexist condition, participants also received negative feedback, but this was not linked 
to their gender. Specifically, participants in the no sexism condition read: “These suggestions 
are not bad, but I’m not sure they are helpful for all students. I am not convinced this is what 
we should prioritize in CLES.” 
4.5.1.3. Measures 
4.5.1.3.1. Manipulation Checks. Peer tolerance of sexism was checked with two 
items: “CLES students are supportive of each other,” and “when female students encounter 
sexism, CLES students are supportive of them.” Responses were given on 5 point Likert-type 
scales from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). To confirm that the manipulation of 
tolerance of sexism was perceived as intended, this manipulation should not affect ratings of 
the first item (i.e., participants should all perceive CLES students as supportive), but 
participants in the less tolerance condition should rate the second item more highly than 
participants in the more tolerance condition.  
To check whether the manipulation of perceived sexism was perceived as intended, 
participants indicated to what extent the feedback they received was: Negative-positive, 
unfair- fair, useless-useful, not constructive-constructive on five-point semantic differential 
scales. To confirm the manipulation was perceived as intended, the manipulation of sexism 
should not affect ratings of the feedback as positive, useful, and constructive, but it should 
affect ratings of the feedback as fair. We also asked participants to rate on a five-point 
semantic differential scale how good (bad-good) and original (not at all original-very 
original) they thought their own ideas were in order to make sure that there is no difference 
between groups in terms of how they perceive their own ideas. 
 4.5.1.3.2. Wellbeing. Participants completed three affect subscales tapping into 
depression, anxiety, and anger before going through the manipulations and after 
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manipulations. These measures were taken from Major et al. (2003). Participants responded 
to all items on a five point Likert-type scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). Depression 
was assessed with 15 items: Discouraged, fine (reverse coded), blue, worthless, proud 
(reverse coded), embarrassed, like a failure, disappointed in myself, pleased with myself 
(reverse coded), humiliated, ashamed, inferior to others, sad, depressed, and mortified. These 
items formed a reliable scale (α=.85) and were averaged for further analysis. Anger was 
measured with five items: Angry, mad, scornful, irritable, and hostile. These items formed a 
reliable scale (α=.65) and were averaged for further analysis. To measure anxiety, we used 
four items: Fearful, worried, calm (reverse coded), and secure (reverse coded). These items 
formed a reasonably reliable scale (α=.73) and were averaged for further analyses. We used 
the same scales to measure wellbeing after presenting manipulations and computed difference 
scores reflecting differences from pre to post measurement (i.e., post score – pre score). 
When measured after the manipulation, depression (α=.90) and anger (α=.78) still formed 
reliable scales and anxiety (α=.56) was a less reliable composite.  
 Personal self-esteem was assessed with the 10 item scale by Rosenberg (1965), with 
sample items: “I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others” and 
“I feel I do not have much to be proud of” (reversed). For all items, participants were asked to 
report how they felt at the moment on a five point Likert-type scale from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The items formed a reliable scale (α=.82) and were averaged 
for further analyses (see Appendix E for the complete scale). 
4.5.1.3.3. Willingness to Engage with Others. Participants were asked, with five 
items, to what extent they wanted to meet participants who did the same task as themselves: 
e.g., “To what extent would you like to meet other participants who did the same task as 
you?”, “To what extent would you like to discuss your suggestions with other participant who 
did the same task as you?” Responses were given on five point Likert-type scales (from 1 = 
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not at all to 5 = extremely). The five items used for this formed a reliable scale (α=.81) and 
were averaged for further analyses. Participants were also asked, again with five items, to 
what extent they wanted to meet the participant who gave the feedback (in the sexism 
conditions, this was the perpetrator). These five items also formed a reliable scale (α=.934) 
and were averaged for further analysis (see Appendix E for the full wording of social 
engagement questionnaires). Please note that participants were not informed about other 
participants’ gender.  
4.5.2. Results 
 We conducted 2 (peer tolerance of sexism: less vs more) by 2 (exposure to sexism: 
sexism vs no sexism) ANOVAs to examine whether the manipulation was perceived as 
intended and to conduct an initial exploration of how it was affecting the dependent 
measures. 
4.5.2.1. Manipulation Checks 
 The means and standard deviations of all measures in all conditions can be inspected 
in Table 4.1.   
Table 4.1.  
Means and standard deviations for the main effects on the manipulation check items in the 
Pilot Study 
 Exposure to Sexism  Peers’ Tolerance of Sexism 








Manipulation Check Questions M SD M SD  M SD M SD 
“CLES students are supportive of 
each other” 
4.00 .47 4.00 .41  3.92 .49 4.10 .32 
“When female students encounter 
sexism, CLES students are 
supportive of them” 
3.70 .67 4.15 .55  4.08 .49 3.80 .79 
Feedback was fair  2.60 .97 2.00 .91  2.31 1.03 2.20 .92 
Feedback was positive 1.55 .73 1.60 1.26  1.60 1.26 1.55 .73 
Feedback was constructive and 
useful 
2.40 1.15 2.42 1.04  2.31 1.11 2.55 1.04 
Evaluation of suggestions 2.95 .93 2.83 .81  2.73 .63 3.11 1.08 
Notes. M stands for Means and SD stands for standard deviations  
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 A 2 (peer tolerance of sexism: less vs more)  by 2 (exposure to sexism: sexism vs no 
sexism) ANOVA on “CLES students are supportive of each other” did not reveal any 
significant main or interaction effects (main effect of tolerance of sexism, F(1,36)=1.16, p=.29, 
η2partial=.06, main effect of sexism, F(1,36)=.00, p=1, η2partial=.00, two way interaction, 
F(1,36)=1.16, p=.29, η2partial=.06), which is as we intended.  
For the second item (“When female students encounter sexism, CLES students are 
supportive of them”), which taps into the difference we intended to create with the sexism 
manipulation, the means are in the intended direction (see Table 4.1). However, a two way 
ANOVA did not reveal any significant effect of tolerance of sexism, F(1,36)=.71, p=.41, 
η2partial=.04, of sexism, F(1,36)=2.52, p=.13, η2partial=.12, or of the two-way interaction, 
F(1,36)=.01, p=.93, η2partial=.00, though the intended effect of sexism was not far from 
significance. In sum, though the effect of the manipulation is not significant, possibly due to 
the low sample size, the pattern of means suggests that we might be on the right track with 
the manipulation of tolerance of sexism.  
 With regard to how the manipulation of exposure to sexism was perceived, inspection 
of means suggests that the manipulation might be functioning as intended, with participants 
in the sexist condition perceiving the feedback as less fair than participants who were not 
exposed to sexism (see Table 1). Again, the two way ANOVAs on this check also did not 
reveal any significant main or interaction effects (main effect of sexism, F(1,36)=2.10, p=.16, 
η2partial=.10, main effect of intolerance of sexism, F(1,36)=.23, p=.63, η2partial=.01, two-way 
interaction, F(1,36)=.23, p=.63, η2partial=.01), but the main effect of sexism was not far from 
significance.  
 Finally, in line with our expectation, participants assigned to the sexism condition and 
participants assigned to no sexism condition did not show significant difference in terms of 
finding the feedback positive, F(1,36)=.001, p=.97, η2partial=.00 (main effect of tolerance, 
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F(1,36)=.001 p=.97, η2partial=.00, interaction effect, F(1,36)=1.30, p=.27, η2partial=.08), or 
constructive and useful, F(1,36)=.00, p=1, η2partial=.00 (main effect of tolerance, F(1,36)=.41 
p=.53, η2partial=.02, interaction effect, F(1,36)=1.13, p=.30, η2partial=.06).  In addition, 
participants, who were exposed to sexism and who were not exposed to sexism did not differ 
in terms of perceiving their own work as good and original, F(1,36)=.00, p=.97, η2partial=.00 
(main effect of tolerance, F(1,36)=.88 p=.36, η2partial=.05, interaction effect, F(1,36)=.46, p=.51, 
η2partial=.02).  
  4.5.2.2. Dependent measures 
The means, standard deviations, and Pearson correlations for the dependent variables 
are displayed in Table 4.2 and 4.3. The ANOVA results for the study variables are reported in 
Table 4.4. Overall, the analyses show that peer tolerance of sexism significantly affected the 
extent to which participants reported more anger post vs. pre manipulation. The interaction 
effect of exposure to sexism and peer tolerance of sexism on post-pre depression, post-pre 
anger, and women’s willingness to engage with others was also statistically significant. The 
means suggest that, regarding wellbeing, participants who were exposed to sexism reported 
increased depression, increased anger, and decreased personal self-esteem compared to those 
who were not exposed to sexism, but only when they thought their peers were less tolerant of 
sexism. For anxiety, the means show a similar pattern, but the effect is not significant. 
Though not significant, the means suggest that these effects were in the opposite direction 
when participants believed that their peers were more tolerant of sexism. With regard to 
behaviour, the means suggest that participants who were exposed to sexism showed slightly 
more willingness to engage with peers and with the perpetrator than those who were not 
exposed to sexism, only when they perceived their peers as less tolerant of sexism, with the 
opposite pattern in the more tolerance conditions, but this interaction effect was not 
statistically significant. 
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Table 4.2.  
The means, standard deviations, and Pearson correlations for the dependent variables in the Pilot Study.  
Notes. M stands for Means and SD stands for standard deviations. Means within rows with different subscripts differ (p<.05). For the means of the difference scores (affect), 




Peer Tolerance of Sexism Conditions  Less tolerance  More tolerance 
Exposure to Sexism Conditions  No Sexism  Sexism  No Sexism  Sexism 
Dependent variables   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD 
1.Depression  .37b* .37  .99a* .50  .89ab* .40  .60ab* .53 
2.Anxiety  .05a .32  .12a .33  .15a .76  .05a .48 
3.Anger  .12b* .27  .85a* .64  .12b* .50  .00b* .24 
4.PSE  3.92a .72  3.31b .20  3.30b .42  3.36b .52 
5.Willingness to engage with peers  2.00a .53  2.42a .62  2.44a .62  1.68a .52 
6.Willingness to engage with the perpetrator  1.92a .39  2.50a 1.22  2.60a 1.21  1.68a .46 
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Table 4.3. 
Pearson correlations for the dependent variables in the Pilot Study. 
Note. For the correlations, *** denotes a significant coefficient at p<.001, ** denotes p<.01, * denotes p<.05. 
 
Table 4.4.  
ANOVA results for the dependent variables in the Pilot Study.  
Dependent variable Term F df p η2p 
Depression Exposure to sexism .68 1,36 .42 .03 
 
Peers tolerance .10 1,36 .75 .01 
 
Interaction  5.32 1,36 .03 .22 
Anxiety Exposure to sexism .004 1,36 .95 .00 
 
Peers tolerance .004 1,36 .95 .00 
 
Interaction .18 1,36 .67 .009 
Anger  Exposure to sexism 2.22 1,36 .15 .10 
 
Peers tolerance 4.31 1,36 .05 .18 
 
Interaction 4.31 1.36 .05 .18 
Personal self-esteem Exposure to sexism 1.90 1,36 .18 .09 
 
Peers tolerance 2.08 1,36 .16 .10 
 
Interaction  2.83 1,36 .11 .13 
Willingness to engage with others Exposure to sexism .33 1,36 .57 .02 
 
Peers tolerance .28 1,36 .60 .01 
 
Interaction 4.16 1,36 .05 .18 
Willingness to engage with the perpetrator  Exposure to sexism .17 1,36 .68 .01 
 
Peers tolerance .03 1,36 .88 .002 
 
Interaction 3.32 1,36 .08 .15 
Note. F stands for F value, df stands for degrees of freedom, p stands for p value, and η2p stands for eta partial 
square.  
 
4.5.3. Discussion  
Dependent variables   1 2 3 4 5 
1.Depression  -     
2.Anxiety  .30 -    
3.Anger  .51* .24 -   
4.PSE  -.48* .23 -.01 -  
5.Willingness to engage with peers  .15 -.06 .09 -.39 - 
6.Willingnes to engage with the perpetrator  .28 .02 .67 -.31 .75*** 
 112 
 The aim of the pilot study was primarily to examine how the manipulations of sexism 
and tolerance of sexism were perceived and whether this was as intended. Although the 
effects of sexism and peer tolerance of sexism on the manipulations checks did not reach 
statistical significance (which might be the case with a larger sample size), the means suggest 
that the manipulations were perceived as intended. Participants found peers in both tolerance 
conditions to be similarly supportive in general, but they reported that their peers who were 
portrayed in the videos as less tolerant of sexism would be more inclined to take action to 
address sexism than those who were portrayed as more tolerant of sexism. These perceptions 
were as intended and therefore encouraging. Therefore, for the main study we did not make 
changes to these manipulations.  
For the main study, we did change when the manipulation checks were presented, 
however. Specifically, whereas in the pilot study we included the manipulation checks at the 
end of the study, for the main study we presented the manipulation checks right after the 
corresponding manipulation as recommended by Hauser et al. (2018). This was because we 
wanted to get a better idea of how peer tolerance of sexism was perceived in the absence of 
the sexism manipulation, which is not possible if the checks are included at the very end of 
the study. 
 A related, but separate, issue is that our findings indicated that participants perceived 
the less tolerance of sexism condition as less supportive than intended. We think that this is 
partly because we manipulated something relatively specific (i.e. whether peers actually 
confronted sexism rather than just voiced disapproval of sexist treatment), but we then 
measured (as a check) something more general than that (i.e., “when female students 
encounter sexism, CLES students are supportive of them.”). To address this, in Study 5 we 
made the manipulation check questions more specific to how we conceptualized tolerance.  
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 We also aimed to offer an initial test of the dependent measures. The results showed 
that women were more likely to indicate a wish to meet peers (who were not the perpetrator 
of the sexist feedback) after experiencing sexism (vs. not) but only when their peers were less 
tolerant of sexism. Surprisingly, the very same pattern was revealed for willingness to engage 
with the perpetrator. Though this is an interesting result, it was not statistically significant. 
Most importantly, however, this suggests some important methodological refinements need to 
be made. First, in the pilot study we did not specify the gender of other participants, both with 
regard to other students who did the same task as the participant (peers) and with regard to 
the perpetrator. With regard to peers, this was an oversight because our aim was precisely to 
study the impact of sexism on women’s social relationships with other women. To address 
this, in the main study participants were informed about the gender of the other participants to 
which the measures referred.  
With regard to the perpetrator, and because research has found that sexism is 
perceived and experienced differently depending on the perpetrator’s gender (Baron et al., 
1991; Cihangir et al., 2014), our aim was precisely to examine the effect of sexism 
irrespective of its source. However, on further reflection we now realise that this may have 
led participants to infer the gender of the perpetrator from the feedback they received. That is, 
participants may have thought that the person who provided sexist feedback was more likely 
to be male than the person who provided non-sexist feedback. Therefore, to eliminate this 
possible confound associated with the sexism manipulation, in the main study we established 
the identity of the perpetrator as male. That is, participants in the main study were told that 
there is a female peer, a male peer, and a male perpetrator next door and asked whether they 
would like to meet each of these three people individually.   
A final change we made for the main study was that instead of focusing on the college 
as the organizational unit, we now refer to the whole university. This was mainly to allow us 
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to recruit participants from a wider pool and ensure they did not overlap with the participants 
recruited for the pilot study.  
4.6. Study 5 
4.6.1. Method 
4.6.1.1. Design and Participants  
 This study followed a 2 (peer tolerance of sexism: less vs. more) X 2 (exposure to 
sexism: sexism vs. no sexism) between participants design. All participants were first year 
female British students at the University of Exeter. As we stated before, this was due to the 
British identity of the group that was represented in the video. The study took approximately 
30 minutes and participants were compensated £5 for their time and effort. Estimating a 
medium effect size (η2=.25) obtained in Study 2, power analysis conducted in G*Power 
version 3.1 indicated a sample size of 210 was necessary to achieve sufficient power (1 – β = 
.80) to detect the interaction. Given the total number of 216 participants recruited, the study 
had .81 power to detect the estimated interaction effect of 2 (peer tolerance of sexism: less vs. 
more) X 2 (exposure to sexism: sexism vs. no sexism). There were equal numbers of 
participants in each condition.  
4.6.1.2. Procedure  
 The procedure of this study was similar to that of the pilot study with the exceptions 
outlined above and below. Different from the pilot study, the study context was now the 
whole University, rather than just a specific college. In this way, the manipulations of peer 
tolerance of sexism and exposure to sexism were identical to those of the pilot study, but 
pairs in the videos talked about the University of Exeter in general instead of talking about 
the specific College of Life and Environmental Sciences (CLES). The same change was made 
to the manipulation of sexism and to any item that required a reference to the 
college/university. We now also made the identity of others with whom participants were 
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asked to engage clear. In this way, we were able to specifically examine women’s 
relationships with other women, as intended.  
4.6.1.3. Measures  
 4.6.1.3.1. Willingness to Engage with Peers. The central dependent variable in this 
study was a measure of willingness to engage with a female peer. Participants were told that 
they could have a chance to meet Laura (a female peer who did the same task as they did), 
Tom (a male peer who did the same task as they did), and Matt (a male peer who gave them 
the feedback) respectively. It was clarified to participants that Laura, Tom, and Matt are other 
participants in other rooms and not the people who appeared in the video. We asked 
participants to indicate their agreement with each of four statements: “To what extent would 
you like to” (1) “get acquainted with Laura/ Tom/Matt”, (2) “discuss your task with Laura/ 
Tom/ Matt”, (3) “discuss your suggestion with Laura/ Tom/ Matt”, (4) “discuss the feedback 
that you received with Laura/ Tom/ Matt.”, and (5) “how much time they would like to spend 
with Laura/ Tom/ Matt?” Responses were provided on 5-point scales, ranging from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) for items 1-4 and ranging from “0-5 minutes” to “21-
25 minutes” for item 5. These items formed reliable scales for the female peer, Laura (α=.83) 
and were averaged for further analysis. We named this scale “willingness to engage with a 
female peer.”  The items also formed a reliable scale when adapted to measure engagement 
with the male peer, Tom (α=.84); we named this scale “willingness to engage with a male 
peer.” Similarly, we adapted these items to ask about engagement with the perpetrator (Matt), 
which again resulted in a reliable scale (α=.85), which we called “willingness to engage with 
the perpetrator.” 
 4.6.1.3.2. Wellbeing. We included the same measures of wellbeing (before and after 
delivering manipulations), and personal self-esteem as in the Pilot study. Items for depression 
(α=.91), anger (α=.71), and anxiety (α=.70) formed reliable scales and were averaged for 
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further studies. We used the same affect scales after presenting the manipulations and 
computed difference scores reflecting differences from pre to post measurement (i.e., post 
score – pre score). Again, at the second measurement point, depression (α=.91) and anger 
(α=.92) formed reliable scales, and anxiety (α=.60) was a less reliable composite. The same 
personal self-esteem scale as used in the Pilot study was used for Study 5. The items formed a 
reliable scale in this study too (α=.89) and were averaged for further analyses.  
 4.6.1.3.3. Manipulation Checks. To check the manipulation of peer tolerance of 
sexism, participants were asked to respond to two items on a 5-point scale (ranging from 1 
“strongly disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”) after the peer tolerance of sexism manipulation was 
delivered, but before they were exposed to the sexism manipulation. These items were: 
“University of Exeter students are supportive to each other” and “Students at University of 
Exeter try to be fair to everyone.” Participants were also asked to rate two further items (on a 
scale ranging from 1 “strongly disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”) at the end of the study. These 
items were: “When female students encounter sexism, University of Exeter students are able 
to identify it as sexist” and “When female students encounter sexism, University of Exeter 
students take action to stop it.”  
In order to check the effectiveness of the manipulation of exposure to sexism, 
participants indicated whether the feedback they received was: Negative-positive, unfair- fair, 
useless-useful, not constructive-constructive, on 5-point semantic differential scales. We also 
ask them to rate how good (bad-good) and original (not original—very original), r(216)=.38, 
p<.001, they thought their ideas were, again on 5-point semantic differential scales. 
We also included the in-group identification scale from Ellemers et al. (1999) to test 
(and hopefully demonstrate) that participants showed no difference in identification across 
the conditions. Four items were included such as “I identify as a University of Exeter 
student,” “I am glad to be identified as a University of Exeter student.” These items were 
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answered on a scale ranging from 1 “disagree” to 5 (agree). They formed a reliable scale 
(α=.85) and were averaged for further analysis.  
4.6.2. Results 
4.6.2.1. Manipulation Checks  
  We analyzed the effects of the manipulations on the manipulation check questions by 
performing 2 (peer tolerance of sexism: less vs. more) X 2 (exposure to sexism: no sexism vs 
sexism) between participant ANOVAs.  
 The manipulation of tolerance of sexism is considered effective if it had no effect on 
two items: “University of Exeter students are supportive to each other” and “When female 
students encounter sexism, University of Exeter students are able to identify it as sexist.” 
Indeed, results showed that tolerance of sexism did not have a significant main effect on 
perceiving University of Exeter students as generally supportive (Mmore tolerance=4.12, SD=.62; 
Mless tolerance=4.24, SD=.69), F(1,212)=1.79, p=.18, η2partial=.01), and on perceiving University of 
Exeter students as identifying sexism when it happens (Mmore tolerance=4.05, SD=.95; Mless 
tolerance=4.06, SD=.91), F(1,212)=.01, p=.94, η2partial=.00.8  
On the other hand, to be effective, the manipulation of tolerance of sexism was 
expected to affect responses to two items: “Students at University of Exeter try to be fair to 
 
8 Although participants in the no sexism condition (M=4.24, SD=.75) reported that other students were slightly 
more supportive in general than those in the sexism condition (M=4.12, SD=.56), there was neither a significant 
main effect of exposure to sexism, F(1,212)=1.79, p=.18, η2partial=.01, nor a significant interaction effect of 
tolerance of sexism and exposure to sexism, F(1,212)=1.79, p=.18, η2partial=.00 on perceived supportiveness. 
Similarly, there was neither a significant main effect of exposure to sexism (Msexism=4.01, SD=.91; Mno 
sexism=4,09, SD=.91), F(1,212)=.43, p=.51, η2partial=.00, nor a significant interaction effect of tolerance of sexism 
and exposure to sexism, F(1,212)=.89, p=.34, η2partial=.00 on peers’ perceived ability to identify sexism. These 
results, showed that participants in all four conditions were not different in terms of perceiving University of 
Exeter students as supportive and as identifying sexism when it happens.  
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everyone” and “When female students encounter sexism, University of Exeter students take 
action to stop it.” As we intended, participants in the more tolerance of sexism condition 
reported less agreement with the idea that University of Exeter students try to be fair to 
everyone (M=3.71, SD=.85) than participants in less tolerance of sexism condition (M=4.00, 
SD=.83), and this difference was statistically significant, F(1,212)=6.21, p=.01, η2partial=.03. In a 
similar vein, participants in the less tolerance of sexism condition (M=2.09, SD=.80) declared 
less agreement for the statement that “University of Exeter students take action to stop 
sexism” than participants in the more tolerance of sexism condition (M=3.83, SD=.90). This 
effect was also statistically significant, F(1,212)=227.11, p<.001, η2partial=.52. These findings 
evidence that the manipulations were perceived by participants as intended.9  
With regard to the manipulation of exposure to sexism, we intended this to have no 
effect on the extent to which participants perceived the feedback as positive, useful, and 
constructive, but to significantly affect the extent to which it is perceived as fair. However, 
the results indicated that the feedback was perceived as less positive (or more negative) by 
participants in the sexism condition (M=1.60, SD=.63) than by participants in the no sexism 
condition (M=2.00, SD=.58) and this effect was significant, F(1,212)=23.72, p<.001, 
 
9 In parallel to our expectations, the main effect of exposure to sexism (Msexism=3.84, SD=.81; Mno sexism=3.87, 
SD=.90), F(1,212)=.06, p=.81, η2partial=.00, and the interaction between exposure to sexism and tolerance of 
sexism, F(1,212)=.16, p=.69, η2partial=.00, were nonsignificant on perceiving University of Exeter students as fair to 
everyone. In a similar vein, there was not a significant main effect of exposure to sexism (Msexism=2.91, 
SD=1.17; Mno sexism=3.02, SD=1.27), F(1,212)=.92, p=.34, η2partial=.00, but there was a marginally significant 
interaction effect, F(1,212)=3.70, p=.06, η2partial=.02, on expecting University of Exeter students to take action to 
stop sexism showing that participants who were exposed to sexism (M=3.67, SD=.97) declared less agreement 
with the statement that “University of Exeter students take action to stop sexism” than participants who were in 
no sexism condition (M=4.00, SD=.80), only when they perceived their peers as less tolerant of sexism, 
F(1,212)=4.16, p=.04, η2partial=.02. This effect was not significant for more tolerance of sexism condition 
(Msexism=2.15, SD=.81; Mno sexism=2.04, SD=.80), F(1,212)=.46, p=.49, η2partial=.002.   
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η2partial=.10. Similarly, the feedback was viewed as less constructive and less useful by 
participants in the sexism condition (M=2.02, SD=.94) than by those in the no sexism 
condition (M=2.46, SD=.94), and again this effect was significant, F(1,212)=11.88, p<.001, 
η2partial=.05, so this was not quite what we expected since the feedback we provided in all 
conditions was neither positive, useful, nor constructive.10 
As intended, participants exposed to sexism indicated that the feedback was less fair 
(M=1.92, SD=.87) than did participants not exposed to sexism (M=2.64, SD=.70) and this 
effect was significant, F(1,212)=46.56, p<.001, η2partial=.18.11 
In sum, the manipulation of sexism affected perceived fairness in the intended way, 
but it also affected how the feedback was perceived in other ways. Though this was not 
intended, it is not unreasonable, since how participants interpreted ‘positive, useful, or 
constructive feedback’ is likely to have been coloured by the adjacent question about how fair 
it was.  
 
10 Although participants in the less tolerance of sexism condition (M=2.29, SD=.98) found the feedback to be 
slightly more positive than participants in the more tolerance of sexism condition (M=2.19, SD=.95), neither the 
main effect of peer intolerance of sexism, F(1,212)=3.71, p=.06, η2partial=.02, nor the interaction effect on 
perception of the feedback as positive were significant,  F(1,212)=.12, p=.73, η2partial=.00. The main effect of peer 
tolerance of sexism on perceiving the feedback as constructive and useful (Mmore tolerance=2.19, SD=.95; Mless 
tolerance=2.29, SD=.98), F(1,212)=.58, p=.45, η2partial=.00, and the interaction effect, F(1,212)=1.27, p=.26, η2partial=.01, 
were not significant. 
11 Peer tolerance of sexism had a significant main effect on perceiving the feedback as fair, F(1,212)=7.84, p=.01, 
η2partial=.04, indicating that those assigned to the more tolerance of sexism condition (M=2.13, SD=.86) found 
the feedback less fair than those assigned to the less tolerance condition (M=2.43, SD=.86). Although this 
pattern is not surprising, we expected a significant main effect only of exposure to sexism on this variable. The 
interaction effect was not significant, F(1,212)=.28, p=.60, η2partial=.00.  
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Regarding participants’ perceptions of the quality of their ideas, there were no 
significant effects of the manipulations on this estimate (tolerance: F(1,212)=.00, p=.96, 
η2partial=.00;  exposure to sexism:  F(1,212)=1.86, p=.17, η2partial=.01, interaction: F(1,212)=.00, 
p=.96, η2partial=.0). As we expected, these results showed that participants perceived their own 
ideas as good and original to a similar extent across conditions. 
Regarding the identification measure filled by participants before manipulations, the 
results did not reveal significant main effects neither for exposure to sexism, F(1,212)=.13, 
p=.72, η2partial=.00, nor for peers’ tolerance of sexism, F(1,212)=.02, p=.89, η2partial=.00. The 
interaction effect was also not significant, F(1,212)=.00, p=.96, η2partial=.00. As intended, 
participants showed no difference in group identification across the conditions (Msexism=4.23, 
SDsexism=.74; Mno sexism=4.26, SDno sexism=.75; Mmore tolerance=4.24, SDmore tolerance=.71; Mless 
tolerance=4.25, SDless tolerance=.78). 
4.6.2.2. Hypothesis testing  
We started by conducting ANOVAs in SPSS, to test the hypothesized effects of 
sexism and tolerance on behavior and wellbeing (H1 and H2). We subsequently used the 
PROCESS macro for SPSS to test if wellbeing mediated the effect of sexism (H3) and to test 
whether this was moderated by tolerance of sexism (H4). Analyses were repeated for all 
outcome measures and proposed mediators. Means, standard deviations, ANOVA results, and 








Table 4.5.  
 Inter-correlations between all dependent variables in Study  
Notes. For the correlations, *** denotes a significant coefficient at p<.001, ** denotes p<.01, * denotes p<.05 
 
 
Table 4.6.  
ANOVA results for dependent variables in Study 5.  
 
Dependent variable Term F df p η2p 
Depression Exposure to sexism .12 1,212 .73 .001 
 Peers tolerance .18 1,212 .67 .001 
 Interaction  .20 1,212 .66 .001 
Anxiety Exposure to sexism .34 1,212 .56 .002 
 Peers tolerance .57 1,212 .45 .003 
 Interaction .12 1,212 .73 .001 
Anger  Exposure to sexism 28.97 1,212 .000 .120 
 Peers tolerance 4.98 1,212 .03 .023 
 Interaction 1.30 1.212 .26 .006 
Personal self-esteem Exposure to sexism 3.58 1,212 .007 .034 
 Peers tolerance .01 1,212 .94 .000 
 Interaction  .42 1,212 .51 .002 
Willingness to engage with a female peer Exposure to sexism 5.13 1,212 .02 .024 
 Peers tolerance 1.87 1,212 .17 .009 
 Interaction 5.61 1,212 .02 .026 
Willingness to engage with a male peer Exposure to sexism 2.36 1,212 .07 .016 
 Tolerance .58 1,212 .45 .003 
 Interaction 6.31 1,212 .013 .029 
Willingness to engage with the perpetrator  Exposure to sexism .03 1,212 .86 .000 
 Peers tolerance .29 1,212 .59 .001 
 Interaction 3.60 1,212 .059 .017 
Note. F stands for F value, df stands for degrees of freedom, p stands for p value, and η2p stands for eta partial 
square.  
 
Dependent variables  1 2 3 4 5 6 
1.Depression -      
2.Anxiety .44*** -     
3.Anger .34*** .32*** -    
4.Personal self-esteem  -.05 .06 .09 -   
5.Willingness to engage with a female peer .03 .09 .25** .09 -  
6.Willingnes to engage with a male peer -.16 .09 .17* .13 .86*** - 
7.Willingness to engage with the perpetrator -.25*** -.04 -,01 .11 .65** .79*** 
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The first hypotheses focus on the effect of sexism on engagement with female peers 
(H1a) and on whether this is moderated by tolerance of sexism (H1b). The results reveal the 
opposite of what we expected in H1. Specifically, the ANOVA on willingness to engage with 
a female peer revealed a significant main effect of exposure to sexism (as expected), but 
(unexpectedly, though consistent with Chapter 3) this showed that participants exposed to 
sexism (M=2.97, SD=.91) reported greater willingness to engage with a female peer than 
those who were not exposed to sexism (M=2.73, SD=.77). There was also a significant 
interaction effect of exposure to sexism and peer tolerance of sexism, with a pattern that did 
not support H1b. Indeed, inspection of means reveals that sexism elicited significantly 
greater willingness to engage with a female peer compared to no sexism, but only when peers 
were more tolerant of sexism, F(1,212)=10.74, p<.001, η2p=.05. This effect was not present for 
those whose peers were less in tolerance of sexism, F(1,212)=.01, p=.94, η2p=.000. This 
interaction is plotted in Figure 4.2.  
Figure 4.2.  
The moderating effect of peer tolerance of sexism on the effect of exposure to sexism on 
willingness to engage with a female peer 
 





































Hypotheses 2a and 2b focused on the effects of the independent variables on 
wellbeing. Specifically, H2a posited that sexism was likely to elicit more negative wellbeing 
and H2b proposed that this would be particularly the case when peers were more tolerant of 
sexism. To test H2, we conducted ANOVAs on the difference scores between post and pre-
manipulation measurements of depression, anxiety, and anger, and on mean personal self-
esteem. Results are displayed in Tables 4.6. The analyses did not show any significant effects 
on depression and anxiety. Anger, however, was affected by a main effect of exposure to 
sexism and by a main effect of peer tolerance of sexism. These effects showed that anger 
increased from pre to post measurement for all participants, but more so for those in the 
sexism condition (M=.91, SD=1.11) than for those in the no sexism condition (M=.27, 
SD=.56). Also, those who believed their peers were more tolerant of sexism (M=.72, SD=.95) 
reported greater increased anger than those who believed their peers were less tolerant of 
sexism (M=.46, SD=.91). These main effects were not qualified by a significant interaction.  
An ANOVA on personal self-esteem revealed a significant main effect of exposure to 
sexism showing that participants in the sexism condition reported slightly greater personal 
self-esteem (M=3.54, SD=.71) than participants in the no sexism condition (M=3.27, 
SD=.66). There was no significant main effect of peer tolerance of sexism and no significant 
interaction between the two variables on personal self-esteem. This supports H2a for anger 
and reveals the opposite result of what was expected for personal self-esteem. It also does not 
support H2b, since there was no interaction between the two independent variables. 
Hypotheses 3a and 3b focused on whether affect mediated the effect of sexism on 
social engagement, with H3a focusing on anxiety, depression, and personal self-esteem, and 
H3b focusing on anger. As stated above, there was a main effect of exposure to sexism on 
anger and personal self-esteem, but not on the other affect variables. As a consequence, we 
did not test H3 for depression and anxiety, only for anger and personal self-esteem (note that 
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although self-esteem showed the opposite effect of what was expected, i.e., social affiliation, 
it still makes sense to test this model). Hypotheses 3a and 3b were tested with Model 4 of the 
Process macro (with 10,000 bootstraps and 95% bias-corrected intervals). We simultaneously 
entered anger (post-pre anger) and personal self-esteem as mediators, exposure to sexism as 
an independent variable, and willingness to engage with a female peer as a dependent 
variable into the model. The results did not reveal a significant mediating effect of personal 
self-esteem (indirect effect=.02, SE=.02, 95% CI [-.02, .07]). However, anger significantly 
mediated the positive effect of exposure to sexism on willingness to engage with a female 
peer (indirect effect=.12, SE=.04, 95%CI [.04, .21]). The direct effects of exposure to sexism 
on women’s willingness to engage with a female peer, b=.24, SE=.11, t(214)=2.24, p=.026, and 
on anger,  b=.64, SE=.12, t(214)=5.33, p<.001, were significant. Anger also significantly and 
positively predicted willingness to engage with a female peer, b=.20, SE=.06, t(213)=3.25, 
p=.001, and the direct effect of exposure to sexism on willingness to engage with a female 
peer became weaker and nonsignificant when increased anger was present, b=.12, SE=.11, 
t(213)=1.04, p=.30. This supports H3b (for anger), but not H3a (focusing on depression, 
anxiety, and personal self-esteem).  
With regard to H4, there was no interaction effect of exposure to sexism and peer 
tolerance of sexism on any wellbeing measure, so this hypothesis was not supported. No 
mediated moderated analyses were necessary to test this hypothesis.  
4.6.2.3. Exploratory Results 
  We also conducted more exploratory tests of how the manipulations affected 
participants’ willingness to engage with a male peer and with the perpetrator, in separate 
ANOVAs. These analyses showed similar patterns, namely that participants who were 
exposed to sexism reported greater willingness to engage with others (male peers as well as 
perpetrators) than when there was no sexism than where there was sexism, but only when 
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peers were considered more tolerant of sexism. As displayed in Table 4.3., the interaction 
was significant for willingness to engage with a male peer (simple effects of sexism for more 
tolerance of sexism: F(1,212)=9.43, p=.002, η2partial=.04, less tolerance of sexism: F(1,212)=.23, 
p=.63, η2partial=.001), but the interaction effect between exposure to sexism and peers’ 
intolerance of sexism only reached a marginally significant level for willingness to engage 
with the perpetrator (more tolerance of sexism: F(1,212)=2.16, p=.14, η2partial=.01, less tolerance 
of sexism: F(1,212)=1.48, p=.23, η2partial=.01). These interactions are plotted in Figure 4.3 and 
Figure 4.4 respectively. 
Figure 4.3. 
The moderating effect of peer tolerance of sexism on the effect of exposure to sexism on 
willingness to engage with a male peer 
 





































The moderating effect of peer tolerance of sexism on the effect of exposure to sexism on 
willingness to engage with the perpetrator 
 
Notes. Error bars represents standard errors. 
 
Next, for exploratory purposes, we conducted the same mediation test for willingness 
to engage with a male peer and the perpetrator as dependent measures. Results did not show 
the effect of sexism was mediated by personal self-esteem for either willingness to engage 
with a male peer (indirect effect=.03, SE=.03, 95%CI [-.01, .09]) or willingness to engage 
with the perpetrator (indirect effect=.04, SE=.03, 95%CI [-.01, .11]). Although anger did not 
significantly mediate the effect of exposure to sexism on willingness to engage with the 
perpetrator (indirect effect=-.004, SE=.05, 95%CI [-.11, .09]), it significantly mediated the 
relationship between sexism and willingness to engage with a male peer (indirect effect=.10, 
SE=.04, 95%CI [.01, .17]). Specifically, the analysis showed that anger significantly and 
positively predicted women’s willingness to engage with a male peer, b=.13, SE=.06, 
t(213)=2.01, p=.046, 95%CI [.00, .26]. Exposure to sexism did not significantly affect 
willingness to engage with a male peer when anger was present in the model, b=.12, SE=.12, 




































responded to sexism with increased anger, they were more likely to engage with a male peer 
(as well as a female peer, as already demonstrated above). 
4.6.3. Discussion  
 In this laboratory experiment, we focused on disentangling coworker tolerance of 
sexism from perceived co-worker sexism by independently manipulating both independent 
variables. This allowed us to examine the effect of a more restricted operationalization of 
tolerance of sexism, which corresponds to ensuring that in all conditions peers objected to 
sexism, but conditions varied in whether or not they tolerated sexism behaviorally. This study 
also extended our prior research by examining wellbeing and affiliation behaviors in the same 
study and by examining affiliation with male colleagues and affiliation with the perpetrator.  
Based on past research showing the detrimental effect of prejudice on social 
engagement, Hypothesis 1a predicted that women would be less motivated to engage with 
others when they encountered sexism—we found the opposite. Specifically, we found that 
women were more motivated to engage with female peers when they encountered sexism 
than when they did not. This is also what we had found in Chapter 3, but we retained our 
original hypothesis because of the changes we made to the paradigm and the findings of past 
research. What our results show is that sexism had a positive effect on women’s social 
engagement when operationalized as sexist feedback, just as it had in Chapter 3 when we 
tapped into women’s daily experiences. 
Hypothesis 1b was also not supported because it predicted that the pattern expected in 
Hypothesis 1a would be present only when peers were more tolerant of sexism—and H1a 
was not supported. Instead, we did find an interaction, as predicted, but this showed that 
women were more willing to engage with female peers when they encountered sexism and 
that this was the case only when peers were more (vs. less) tolerant of sexism. Exploratory 
analyses revealed similar effects for willingness to engage with male peers and for 
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willingness to engage with the perpetrator, though the latter was not significant. In sum, the 
women who participated in this study were more willing to engage with any other participant 
when they encountered sexism and felt that their peers objected to sexism, but were unwilling 
to act against it (i.e., when peers were more tolerant of sexism).  
This is not what we expected and it therefore requires further examination. Prior 
research had already suggested that women could respond to sexism by drawing together 
(e.g., Haslam & Reicher, 2006; Branscombe et al., 1999; Jetten et al., 2001). The novelty of 
our findings in this thesis lies in showing the role of environmental tolerance of sexism. In 
Chapter 3, we found this to be the case when peers were low in tolerance for sexism. This 
made sense because it is then that women might expect to be supported in their experience. In 
this chapter, by contrast, we find that women drew to other women (and men) when they 
perceived their peers to be more (rather than less) tolerant of sexism. This discrepancy across 
the results of Chapters 3 and 4 might be explained precisely by the difference in the 
manipulations used in these studies. Specifically, in the study reported in the current chapter 
all peers objected to sexism. As such, in the high tolerance condition, participants were faced 
with peers who could be expected to object to sexism, but who did not behaviourally do so; 
whereas in the low tolerance condition peers objected verbally and behaviourally. In this 
way, maybe participants drew to others in the high tolerance conditions because their 
knowledge that their peers objected to sexism made them optimistic about convincing them 
to protest, or about protesting themselves, driving greater affiliation precisely when peers 
expressed disapproval of sexism but did not act against it. By contrast, peers who did not 
tolerate sexism did not need to be convinced. It is also important to note that whereas our 
hypotheses were focused more on peers’ availability as sources of support, our results show 
that sexism did not affect wellbeing negatively, except for increasing anger.  
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 Alternatively, maybe participants preferred not to engage with peers who did not 
tolerate sexism because they feared their peers’ responses would be too extreme and therefore 
costly for women. Indeed, women do not always welcome confrontation of sexism because 
they fear it will confirm stereotypes of women as overly emotional (Shelton & Steward, 
2004; Garcia et al., 2005; Kaiser & Miller, 2001). Whether or not women welcome 
confrontation depends on factors such as women’s gender identification (Kaiser et al., 2009), 
how aggressive the confrontation is (Becker & Barreto, 2014), and women’s own sexist 
beliefs (Kahn et al., 2021). In sum, sometimes women welcome confrontational behavior, but 
sometimes they do not and they may not always feel safe to affiliate with others in 
environment which peers confront sexism.   
With regard to wellbeing (Hypothesis 2a and 2b), we found that sexism increased 
women’s anger and their personal self-esteem, and we found no significant effect on 
depression or anxiety. This supported Hypothesis 2a for anger, but revealed that sexism 
actually boosted (instead of hurting) women’s personal self-esteem. The latter effect is not 
consistent with our hypotheses, but it is consistent with work on attributional ambiguity that 
proposes that when stigmatized participants have to make attributions for negative feedback, 
being able to attribute this to prejudice can actually protect their self-esteem (Crocker & 
Major, 1989).  
Hypothesis 2b was not supported since there was no interaction between the two 
predictors on wellbeing. Instead, results revealed a main effect of peer tolerance, showing 
that women reported more anger when their peers were more tolerant of sexism, irrespective 
of whether or not they themselves encountered sexism. This is not what we predicted, but it is 
not unreasonable—what this suggests is that self-directed wellbeing (personal self-esteem) is 
affected by personal experiences (with sexism), whereas other-directed wellbeing (anger) is 
more affected by what others do, in this case, sexism, and peers’ choice to tolerate sexism. 
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Anger, in this study, seems to have been elicited both by the sexist feedback and by peer’s 
tolerance of sexism, independently. 
The results also did not support Hypothesis 3a, since depression and anxiety were not 
affected by sexism and can therefore not mediate its effects on behavior, and since personal 
self-esteem was (in the opposite direction of what was expected) but did not mediate 
behavior. However, we found support for Hypothesis 3b. That is, we found that anger was 
responsible for a positive indirect effect of sexism on women’s choice to engage with female 
peers. In fact, since (opposite to what we expected) we found that sexism had a positive effect 
on women’s affiliation, this effect of anger actually consists of a mediation. We found the 
same with regard to the positive effect of sexism on engagement with male peers, which was 
also mediated by anger. Specifically, exposure to sexism elicited more anger, which in turn 
motivated women to engage with male and female peers, irrespective of the extent to which 
they perceived peers to tolerate sexism. 
In sum, of the psychological wellbeing measures we included in this study, only anger 
functioned as a mediator, increasing when participants encountered sexism and mediating the 
effect of sexism on women’s affiliation with other women and with men. Therefore, 
increased anger was not only an outcome of experiencing sexism, but also a catalyst of 
wishing to engage with female and male colleagues. This is in line with previous research 
suggesting that anger is an engaging/approaching emotion (Carver & Harmon-Jones, 2009; 
Tagar et al., 2011; for a review Fisher & Roseman, 2007) and that it motivates people to 
socially share their feelings (Wetzer et al., 2007; for a review, Rime, 2009). Anger is also an 
important precursor of collective action (Becker & Wright, 2011; Ellemers & Barreto, 2009; 
van Zomeran et al., 2004). The weaker (and non-significant) effect on willingness to engage 
with the perpetrator after experiencing sexism and feeling angry about it is also not 
surprising. Previous research has also shown (van Coillie & van Mechelen, 2006) that people 
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feeling angry are motivated to speak to others about their anger primarily when the source of 
the anger is not present.  
In sum, in this study we found that receiving sexist feedback increased women’s 
personal self-esteem and elicited anger. In turn, anger motivated women to engage with other 
participants (male and female), including the perpetrator. Sexism also had a direct effect on 
women’s social affiliation that was moderated by peer tolerance, so that this direct effect was 
only significant when peers were perceived to be more tolerant of sexism. Peer tolerance only 
had one more effect in this study, which was to increase participant anger, but this did not 
interact with sexism. In the next chapter, these results will be discussed in the overall context 




Chapter 5. General Discussion 
  Our aim in this thesis was to understand how experiences with gender devaluation 
impact on women’s social affiliations, specifically with other women, and whether 
organisational climate plays a role in modifying these effects. In this final chapter, we will 
first summarize the research reported in each chapter of this thesis, outlining how each 
contributes to achieve our overall goals; then, we will offer an integrative interpretation of the 
results of the three empirical chapters. Finally, the implications of this research for theory and 
practice will be presented, followed by an acknowledgement of its limitations and avenues 
for future research.   
5.1. Summary of State of the Art and Research Aims  
In the literature review (Chapter 1) we set the stage for the thesis by outlining how 
experiences with sexism might affect women in general and why it is important to examine 
social relationships in this context. Chapter 1 also presented an overview of the existing 
literature on women’s responses to sexism, with a special focus on how sexism might affect 
their social relationships with other women. We reviewed two separate literatures: One more 
focused on groups and identities, and another more focused on interpersonal relationships.  
The first of these areas of knowledge examines how experiences with social stigma 
affect people’s relationship with their group or identity (e.g., group identification, similarity 
to women, in general). In this literature, the focus is not on how women relate to other 
specific women, but on how they relate to the group as a whole, with women being treated as 
interchangeable. This line of work reveals some important inconsistencies. On the one hand, 
it has often been suggested that members of devalued groups draw to each other when 
threatened (Haslam & Reicher, 2006). For example, the extent to which individuals perceive 
themselves and their group to be targets of discrimination is positively associated with 
ingroup identification (Branscombe et al. 1999; Jetten et al., 2001). On the other hand, 
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research has shown that women can respond to discrimination by distancing themselves from 
other women, especially if they do not strongly identify with their gender (Derks, Van Laar, 
et al., 2016).   
The second line of research we reviewed focuses on how social stigma affects the 
interpersonal relationships of members of devalued groups. For instance, work by Doyle and 
Molix has shown that exposure to discrimination is negatively associated with the quality of 
relationships with family and friends among devalued group members, including sexual 
minorities, ethnic minorities, and women (Doyle & Molix, 2014a, 2014b, 2015a). In addition, 
other research has shown that being targeted by sexual harassment can negatively affect 
women’s social relationships, while being targeted by non-sexualised sexism can draw 
women together (Van Breen et al., in prep).  
Our research aimed to build on this past work to examine more closely how exposure 
to gender devaluation affects women’s relationships to other women, and identify the 
circumstances under which women distance themselves from other women or draw together 
with other women after exposure to sexism. We specifically examined one possible 
contextual moderator: Organisational tolerance of sexism. This was operationalised to 
include procedures, practices, and norms in a work environment that pertain to whether or not 
sexism is clearly identified, objected to, and addressed. We proposed that although there is a 
positive correlation between the prevalence of sexist events and organisational tolerance of 
sexism in a workplace, it is important to distinguish between these two processes and to test 
whether organisational tolerance of sexism hinders or facilitates social relationships among 
women after women become targets of sexism at work. We suggested that less organisational 
tolerance of sexism would boost affiliation amongst women, whilst more organisational 
tolerance of sexism would hinder this behaviour.  
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Our theoretical framework also included a consideration of how sexism has been 
shown to impact women’s psychological wellbeing, with a special focus on wellbeing 
indicators that have been shown to be closely related to the quality of people’s interpersonal 
relationships. For example, experiences with sexism have been shown to be negatively 
associated with personal self-esteem (Swim et al., 2001; Barreto & Ellemers, 2013) and 
positively associated with depression, anxiety, and anger (Landrine et al., 1995; Klonoff et 
al., 2000; Swim et al., 2001; Schmitt et al., 2014; Sojo et al., 2016). Meanwhile, depression, 
anxiety, and low self-esteem have detrimental effects on social relationships (Murray et al., 
2000, 2006) while anger often leads people to draw to others with whom they share the 
anger-inducing experience (Ellemers & Barreto, 2009; Becker & Wright, 2011; Lemonaki et 
al., 2015). Therefore, psychological wellbeing variables including depression, anxiety, anger, 
and personal self-esteem, were included in this research. We advanced the possibility that 
psychological wellbeing would be affected by the interaction between sexism and 
organizational tolerance of sexism, and in turn mediate the effect of this interaction on 
women’s social affiliation with each other.  
5.2. Summary of Findings 
In the first empirical chapter (Chapter 2) we began to analyse the effects of gender 
devaluation by carrying out secondary analyses of an existing data set that included working 
women’s experiences with gender devaluation, measures of psychological wellbeing, and a 
measure of organizational tolerance of gender devaluation. Psychological wellbeing 
indicators, in this study, were affect (depression, anxiety, hostility) and self-esteem (private 
collective, public collective, identity collective self-esteem, and personal self-esteem). 
Participants in this study indicated their experiences either with (non-sexualised) sexism or 
with (sexualised) sexual harassment, but for our purposes we collapsed across these measures 
in the analyses, treating both as indicators of gender devaluation.  
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The results showed that experiences with gender devaluation were positively 
associated with hostility and negatively associated with personal self-esteem when women 
perceived their workplace as tolerant (more tolerance) of gender devaluation, but not when 
they perceived their work environment as intolerant (less tolerance) of gender devaluation. 
That is, a work environment that was perceived to be intolerant of gender devaluation 
buffered the negative effects of exposure to sexism on psychological wellbeing, in this study. 
Since these wellbeing variables, particularly personal self-esteem, are important predictors of 
positive interpersonal relationships (Harris & Orth, 2020; de Moor et al., 2021), these 
findings can be seen to provide initial support for the idea that tolerance of sexism is likely to 
modify the impact of sexism on women’s social relationships.  
In the research reported in Chapter 3 we aimed to build on this finding to address the 
following question: How does sexism impact women’s social relationships with other women 
at work and how can organizational tolerance of sexism modify this relationship? To this 
purpose, we conducted one correlational and two quasi experimental studies with working 
women. Women’s experiences with sexism at work were measured in Study 2 and 
manipulated in Studies 3 and 4. Across all three studies, we assessed the role of 
organisational tolerance of sexism at three different levels: Peer-, manager-, and policy-level. 
Affiliative tendencies were indicated by stronger workplace friendships with other women, as 
well as greater reported closeness to female co-workers. Across these three studies, we 
demonstrated that women’s social relationships with their female colleagues were affected by 
the interplay of experiences of sexism and the organisational climate in which sexism 
occurred. Specifically, when women experienced sexism within an organisation they reported 
stronger (Studies 2 and 3) and closer (Study 4) relationships with their female co-workers, 
but only where peers were perceived to be intolerant (less tolerance) of sexism. This positive 
effect disappeared when peers were perceived as tolerant of sexism. That is, we found that 
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after experiences with sexism, the perception that peers are intolerant of sexism can draw 
women to each other. We found no evidence that women distanced themselves from other 
women in response to sexism in any of the conditions or studies. Manager and policy level 
tolerance of sexism had either nonsignificant or inconsistent effects on social affiliation. This 
suggests that peer (relative to managerial or policy) tolerance of sexism is likely to be 
particularly key in shaping the social consequences of experiences of sexism, particularly the 
extent to which women draw to each other in its aftermath. 
To gain a deeper understanding of the effect of peer (in)tolerance of sexism on 
women’s social relationships with other women, we focused, in Chapter 4, on orthogonally 
manipulating experiences with sexism and peer tolerance of sexism. This procedure also 
allowed us to adopt a more restricted conceptualization of peer tolerance. That is, in this 
experimental study we kept peers’ attitudinal objection to sexism constant across conditions 
and manipulated only whether (less tolerance) or not (more tolerance) they were willing to 
behaviourally object to (i.e., protest or confront) sexism. As such, Study 5 followed a 2 
(exposure sexism: sexism vs no sexism) by 2 (peers’ tolerance of sexism: less vs. more) 
between participants design. In line with the findings reported in Chapter 3, we predicted 
that, after exposure to sexism, women who believed that their peers are less tolerant to sexism 
would be more willing to engage with their female counterparts than those who believed that 
their peers were more tolerant of sexism. The results did not support this hypothesis. Instead, 
the results showed that women were more willing to engage with their female counterparts 
when they encountered sexism and believed that their peers were more tolerant of sexism 
(i.e., intolerant in words, but not in actions), but not when they believed their peers were less 
tolerant of sexism both in words and in actions. Again, we did not find any evidence that 
women distance themselves from other women when encountering sexism (compared to 
when no sexism was present) in this study. 
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In Study 5 we also explored women’s engagement with their male counterparts and 
the male participant who perpetrated sexism (the perpetrator). The effect that we found for 
affiliation with female counterparts was mirrored for willingness to engage with male 
counterparts and the perpetrator. That is, this effect was not specific to relationships with 
women, but extended to social relationships with men. Furthermore, in this study we 
investigated how sexism impacts wellbeing indicators such as depression, anxiety, anger, and 
personal self-esteem; how these indicators affected women's affiliation with other people, 
especially women; and whether this mediation was moderated by peer tolerance of sexism. 
We found that women responded to sexism with increased anger and personal self-esteem, 
but only anger primed women to engage with other male and female participants—though not 
with the perpetrator. This mediating effect was seen for both tolerance of sexism conditions, 
i.e., it was not moderated by peer tolerance of sexism.   
With regard to social affiliation, therefore, the results of Chapters 3 and 4 appear to be 
inconsistent. It is therefore important to outline how they might be reconciled. These studies 
differ in several ways. Crucially, while the studies in Chapter 3 measure perceived tolerance 
of sexism, the study in Chapter 4 manipulates this and controls for whether or not peers 
object to sexism. This means that less peer tolerance in Chapter 4 corresponds to an 
environment where peers do identify and object to sexism, but do not behaviourally protest 
against it. This behavioural tolerance might be experienced as frustrating, but it is also 
hopeful in the sense that there is a fundamental ground on which to build to seek support as 
well as to persuade peers to stand up to sexism. By contrast, less tolerance in Chapter 3 meant 
that peers did not detect, object, or address sexism when it occurred, which is likely to be a 
much harder basis for interaction when people encounter sexism. As such, one might 
conclude that, across our studies in Chapters 3 and 4, our results suggest that women who 
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encounter sexism are most likely to affiliate with other women when they perceive their peers 
to be willing to stand up to sexism.  
With regard to psychological wellbeing, we have consistently found that experience 
of sexism and tolerance of sexism increased anger among women. However, there is an 
inconsistency between Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 in terms of findings regarding personal self-
esteem. In Study 5, participants reported greater personal self-esteem when they were 
exposed to sexism than when they were not exposed to sexism (with no effect of tolerance on 
personal self-esteem). However, in Chapter 2, we found a negative association between 
experience of sexism and personal self-esteem.  The discrepancy in these results is likely to 
be due to the fact that in Chapter 2 women were reporting on daily and pervasive experiences 
with sexism, whereas in Chapter 4 they faced a single incident where they could use an 
attribution to sexism to protect their self-esteem. Indeed, prior research has found that when 
prejudice can be used as an alternative attribution for a negative outcome, it can protect self-
esteem (e.g., Major, Quinton et al., 2003; Major, Kaiser, et al., 2003). However, by contrast, 
when there is no negative outcome to explain and prejudice is pervasive, it is more likely to 
be negatively associated with self-esteem (Barreto & Ellemers, 2013).   
5.3. Implications for Theory 
 Despite some limitations, we believe this thesis makes a contribution to several bodies 
of literature, as well as to practice. Most importantly, our research furthers understanding of 
the consequences of sexism, with a specific focus on how its consequences for wellbeing and 
social relationships are moderated by organizational tolerance of sexism. Theoretically, it 
also contributes to an improved understanding of interpersonal relationships, by illustrating 
that these emerge in the context of experiences with prejudice. Finally, this research also 
contributes to existing knowledge on what interventions might protect women from the 
negative effects of sexism, as we outline in the following paragraphs.  
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 With regard to theoretical implications, first, our research makes a contribution to the 
literature on the effects of stigma by advancing knowledge of how it affects interpersonal 
relationships. The effects of stigma on targets’ psychological wellbeing (Swim et al., 2001; 
for a review Barreto & Ellemers, 2013) and physical health (McKee-Ryan et al., 2005; 
Harnois & Bastos, 2018), and the coping strategies that can be used by devalued group 
members have been well documented (e.g., Barreto, 2015; van Laar et al., 2019). There have 
also been studies focusing on interpersonal outcomes of exposure to stigma, but this prior 
work has mostly focused on intergroup relationships (Frable et al., 1990; Richeson & 
Shelton, 2007; Vorauer, 2006), or on relationships to the ingroup as a whole (Branscombe et 
al., 1999, Derks, van Laar, et al., 2011, Derks, Ellemers et al., 2011). Although researchers 
have started to investigate how stigma affects interpersonal relationships, such as how stigma 
affects romantic relationships or experiences of strain in family relationships and friendships 
(Doyle & Molix, 2014a, 2014b, 2015a), there is still relatively little known about the impact 
of stigma on target’s interpersonal relationships, specifically with other members of their 
stigmatised groups. The review presented in Chapter 1 already contributes to this field by 
bringing different literatures together to organize existing knowledge, identify discrepancies, 
and propose some new avenues for research, such as the role of environmental tolerance of 
sexism.  
 Specifically, the present thesis contributes to bringing together two literatures: 
Research on how experiences with stigma affect group members’ relationship to their group 
and the social psychology of interpersonal relationships. Combining these two types of 
literature is an important aspect of this research and allowed new insights to come to flourish. 
The first of these lines of work is exemplified by research on the so called “Queen Bee” 
phenomenon. For example, research in this area has shown that women responded to sexism 
in the workplace by describing themselves with more masculine than feminine terms (Derks, 
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van Laar, et al., 2011; Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011), or by describing themselves with more 
masculine terms than they described their female subordinates (Ellemers et al., 2004). Other 
work in this area examined how women perceived their subordinates as a whole (Derks, van 
Laar, et al., 2011; Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Derks et al., 2016). Our focus in this research 
was on relationships between co-workers.  
The second line of literature on which our work draws is the social psychology of 
interpersonal relations, where for example the role of affect and psychological wellbeing in 
relation to social affiliation are more thoroughly examined (e.g., Murray et al., 2000, 2002, 
2006). Researchers have started to bring these areas together to investigate how stigma 
impacts stigmatised group member’s social relationships (Doyle & Molix, 2014a, 2014b, 
2015a), but this literature has not specifically focused on interpersonal relationships among 
ingroup members of stigmatised groups; therefore, our research contributes to the 
interpersonal relationships literature by looking at how interpersonal relationships with 
ingroup members can be patterned by experiences with prejudice.   
 Generally, our findings are inconsistent with prior studies that show evidence of 
ingroup distancing. Many findings in both lines of literature discussed above suggest a 
negative relationship between exposure to gender devaluation and social affiliation (e.g., 
Derks, Ellemers, et al, 2011; Derks, van Laar, et al., 2011; Parks-Stamm et al., 2007; Doyle 
& Molix, 2014b, 2015b; Faniko et al., 2016, 2017; Veldman et al., 2020). We expected that 
in some conditions this would be the case, but that in other conditions women would draw 
together, as some studies have found. Instead, we found no evidence for that negative 
relationship. What we found was a positive relationship between exposure to sexism and 
social affiliation with ingroup (Studies 2-5) and outgroup (Study 5) members, in some 
conditions. One reason why our findings might differ from some of the findings shown in the 
Queen Bee literature is that this literature tends to focus on hierarchical relationships between 
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women in (male-dominated) leadership positions and their subordinates (Faniko et al., 2020). 
In fact, studies examining ingroup distancing from subordinates and from equally ranked 
female co-workers at the same time show that these women distance themselves from their 
female subordinates, but not from women who are in the same level of the workplace 
hierarchy (Faniko et al., 2016). This suggests that whether or not the focus is on hierarchical 
relationships might be a key difference in affiliation patterns and related motivations that 
would reconcile our findings with some past research. 
 Another factor that might be important to consider when comparing our results to 
previous research is that ingroup distancing by women has been documented mainly in 
environments where they are under-represented, i.e., male dominated work environments 
(Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Derks et al., 2016; Derks, Van Laar, et al., 2011), whereas our 
participants were mostly recruited from female-dominated work environments. Although this 
methodological difference to past work was not intentional, it might be important, so another 
contribution of our work is to examine the impact of sexism on women’s affiliation with 
other women in female-dominated work environments. Since, by definition, most women 
work in female dominated environments, there is a practical relevance to this contribution.       
Regarding the inconsistency with the findings from research on interpersonal 
relationships (e.g., Doyle & Molix, 2014b; 2015b), these studies have tended to focus on 
close personal relationships, such as dyadic relationships with romantic partners. These types 
of close interpersonal relationships can be differentiated from group-based relationships, 
primarily by the uniqueness of relational partners. Group-based relational partners are 
interchangeable to some extent, while close personal relationships involve unique bonds with 
only one or a few other people (Brewer, 2008). In all of our studies, we operationalized 
women’s social relationships without reference to specific close relational partners (e.g., 
“female co-workers at my workplace” in Chapter 3, strangers who share a group identity in 
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Chapter 4). Therefore, differences in our results, including no consistent evidence for a direct 
negative effect of sexism on social relationships, may be due to differences in our 
operationalization of social relationship outcomes. 
Our findings are, by contrast, consistent with research that has shown that group 
members might respond to group threat (such as gender devaluation) by drawing towards 
other ingroup members (Derks, Ellemers et al., 2011; Haslam & Reicher, 2006; Jetten et al., 
2001; Blake et al., 1968; Bornstein, 2003; Brewer, 2001). This is a pattern we replicated 
across the four studies that included relationship indicators—and new to our work we 
demonstrated this can be mediated by anger and moderated by contextual tolerance of 
sexism. In this way, our work adds to the evidence that disputes that ingroup distancing is a 
default or pervasive response to sexism contrary to Arvate et al. (2018), Sheppard and 
Aquino, (2017).  
 Our evidence for the role of organizational tolerance of sexism points to 
characteristics of a work environment that can facilitate support seeking, or reaching out, 
among members of stigmatized groups. It would appear from our findings that women need 
to feel that their peers at least share a basic understanding of what qualifies as sexism and that 
sexism is objectionable before they decide to draw to other women in response to sexism. 
Previous studies looking at the effect of stigma on social relationships focused on other 
moderators, such as ingroup identification (Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Derks, Van Laar, et 
al., 2011; Kaiser & Spalding, 2015; Derks et al., 2015; Bourguignon et al., 2020), or 
relationship length (Doyle & Molix, 2014b). These are important, but perhaps more distantly 
related to possible interventions than are contextual factors. Few studies have explored the 
contextual circumstances that hinder or facilitate social affiliations for members of 
stigmatised groups (but see Doyle & Molix, 2015a). One of the key contribution of this 
thesis, therefore, is to explore a contextual moderator—organisational tolerance of sexism—
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that can have fairly direct implications for what can be done to support women’s coping with 
sexism.  
 In a similar vein, organisational tolerance of sexism was explored as a moderator to 
understand the link between experiences of sexism and women’s social relationships. In order 
to understand how organisational tolerance of sexism might contribute to the literature on 
sexism and social relationships, it is important to understand why social relationships are 
important. When individuals face group-based discrimination (e.g., sexism), they can cope 
with the consequences by utilizing various strategies, such as individual mobility (Ellemers & 
Van Laar, 2010; Van Laar et al., 2019). Another strategy that is often used to cope with 
negative experiences is to seek social support (Zapf et al., 1996). Related to group-based 
devaluation, women may seek social support to deal with the consequences of sexism 
(Cihangir et al., 2014; Major, Quinton et al., 2003; Major, Kaiser et al., 2003), so—aside 
from the fact that positive social relationships are in themselves important predictors of 
health and wellbeing (Holt-Lunstad et al., 2003, 2010)—affiliation with other women may be 
thought of as one way in which women access social support when faced with such negative 
events. Our results in Chapter 3 showed that women might seek this support specifically 
when they think their peers are intolerant of sexism; however, perceiving peers as tolerant of 
sexism might prevent women from obtaining collective support.   
 In our initial four studies, we focused on perceived tolerance, but in the last empirical 
chapter we instead manipulated peer tolerance of sexism. Accordingly, in Chapter 4 we 
adapted our research design in order to distinguish tolerance shown by peers who are 
supportive of targets of sexism but do not act to address sexism, from tolerance shown by 
peers who are both supportive and take action against sexism when it happens. Relatedly, 
Hunt et al. (2021) described tolerance of racism as reacting passively to racism and allowing 
other’s racism to proceed unchecked. In principle, the same concept may apply to tolerance 
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of sexism as investigated in Chapter 4. These distinctions have not been tested in much past 
research (involving either racism or sexism), so it was a promising initial step to examine the 
role of tolerance of sexism in this way, with our findings suggesting that this distinction in 
peer intolerance with or without action may be important in shaping women’s social 
responses.  
 We also contribute to existing knowledge by showing that experiences of sexism 
increase anger (Barreto & Ellemers, 2005a; Salomon et al., 2015; for a review, Barreto & 
Ellemers, 2013), which is an engaging/approach-oriented emotion (Carver & Harmon-Jones, 
2009; Tagar et al., 2011; for a review Fisher & Roseman, 2007). Anger is also a key emotion 
for social support and collective action (Ellemers & Barreto, 2009; Becker & Wright, 2011; 
Lemonaki et al., 2015); indeed, our results in Chapter 4 showed that sexism increased anger 
and this increase impelled women to engage with other women. This contributes to a growing 
area of research examining the effect of anger on collective action (van Zomeren et al., 2004; 
Miller et al., 2009; Leonard et al., 2010) by shedding light on the conditions where this anger 
might be facilitated.  
5.4. Implications for Practice 
  In addition to making a theoretical contribution to psychological literature, as 
outlined above, the research presented in this thesis also has practical implications. Given 
increased representation of women in the workforce, there is still a need to ensure positive 
experiences at work, particularly related to social relationships. Specifically, interventions 
aimed at protecting women’s psychological wellbeing and improving their social 
relationships at work will help ensure egalitarian outcomes in this domain. Our research 
contributes to understanding how sexism affects these processes as well as how 
organisational climate might be adapted to protect women in the face of gender-based 
devaluation. Specifically, our research points to the importance of work environments where 
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peers are supportive of each other, clarify their objection to sexism, and call it out when it 
happens. Although we found that tolerance stemming from managers and policy was less 
directly relevant for the outcomes we examined, these are likely to play an important role too 
in other ways, such as by ensure the environment retains sufficient female representation to 
allow for these patterns to emerge.  
 A common stereotype across many societies portrays women as “catty” toward one 
another, in other words, treating members of their gender group coldly in public (Firestone, 
2012; Chimamanda Ngozi Adichie, 2012; Weiss, 2016). However, our research showed that 
women do not naturally and automatically distance themselves from other women, even 
when confronted with sexism; conversely, women may tend to draw towards each other, 
unless the social climate interrupts this affiliative behaviour.  
5.5. Limitations and Future Directions 
 The research covered in this thesis has limitations as well as strengths. First, we need 
to acknowledge our exclusive focus on women in this work, as well as its restriction to 
women who live and work in the UK. A central reason for this recruitment strategy is that 
gender equality laws governing the workplace vary from country to country. While we are 
interested in differences in gender equality policies in the workplace, or policies aimed at 
countering sexism, we needed all organisations to comply with the same national regulations 
in order to compare across workplaces. As a consequence, however, we are limited in our 
ability to generalise from our results to countries other than the UK. For example, Verniers 
and Vala (2018) suggested that women’s experiences with sexism are affected by the cultures 
in which they live due to cultural norms and traditions. More specifically, their findings 
showed that women’s experiences with sexism negatively affect women’s careers in places 
where being a working mother is perceived as a threat to raising children and family life. 
However, this same effect may not be apparent in countries where working mothers are 
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viewed as more normative and not incompatible with traditions around family life. Another 
reason why sampling participants only from one country might be problematic is the role of 
structural stigma. Doyle and Molix (2015a) found that the link between perceived 
discrimination and relationship functioning for sexual minorities is affected by structural 
stigma, which was assessed via the presence of policies at the state level to secure the rights 
of sexual minorities. Applying this insight to the consequences of sexism observed in our 
work, the UK is one of the leading countries in the European Union in terms of progress 
towards gender equality across Europe (European Institute for Gender Equality, 2020). 
Therefore, one might argue that sampling participants from the UK could weaken any direct 
association between sexism and social relationships because the UK has relatively low levels 
of structural stigma against women compared to other countries, including in Europe. This 
could help explain why we did not observe evidence for deleterious effects of sexism on 
women’s relationships with other women as we had initially hypothesized. Future work could 
aim to replicate these studies in various countries with different national gender equality laws 
to examine whether effects differ based upon structural stigma.  
 A second limitation of the presented research is that we relied on women’s self-
reports of their relationships with their female peers across all studies, including the lab 
study. Issues around self-report measures in psychology have been discussed for many years 
(e.g., Donaldson & Grant Vallone, 2002; Baumeister et al., 2007; Paulhus & Vazire, 2007). 
Although exposure to sexism and tolerance of sexism by peers were manipulated in various 
studies in this thesis, social relationship outcomes, including willingness to engage with 
female and male peers as well as the perpetrator in Chapter 4, were all self-report measures. 
When using self-report measures, participants might respond in ways that do not necessarily 
reflect their private inclinations, but that they believe allow them to present themselves 
positively (Paulhus & Vazire, 2007); in other words, participants might want to portray 
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themselves as having socially strong relationships with co-workers at work, even when this is 
not how they really feel. In Chapter 3, we found that the means of social affiliation scores 
was higher than 3 out 5 for all levels of experience and tolerance of sexism. In a similar vein, 
in Chapter 4, we found that the mean scores of willingness to engage with others were over 
the midpoint (2.5) of the 5 Likert-type scale. These findings seem to suggest that self-report 
measures of social affiliations might have been somewhat affected by social desirability. This 
would also explain why, in Chapter 4, participants showed willingness to engage with others 
regardless of others’ gender. Future research might investigate these effects with measures of 
actual engagement in social interaction with ingroup members.  
 Although the research discussed in Chapter 4 involved manipulations of tolerance of 
sexism as well as exposure to sexism, it was conducted with a student sample, which differed 
from the samples that we collected data for Chapter 2 and 3 (which were composed of adult 
women in employment). For all of our studies, except Study 5, participants were working 
women whose mean age was around 35. However, participants in Study 5 were first year 
female students in a university. Fajak and Haslam (1998) indicated that undergraduate 
students in liberal western countries tend to be particularly solidary with other female 
students; however, this is not necessarily the case with non-student women. Our findings 
appear to support their argument regarding non-student samples. For example, in Chapter 3, 
we provided some evidence that women's social relationships with other women are 
interrupted only when they are in an organisation that tolerates sexism. However, in Chapter 
4 we found that women are more willing to engage with others in an organisation that is more 
tolerant of sexism than an organisation that is less tolerant of sexism. While we believe that 
this difference is more likely to be driven by the difference between how tolerance was 
conceptualised in Chapters 3 and 4, future research might wish to examine these processes in 
more diversely aged samples, or replicate Study 5 with an older sample).  
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 Another limitation might be that we have included measures that more directly assess 
drawing together than distancing behaviours; in other words, we conceptualized potential 
detrimental effects of sexism on social relationships as the lack of friendship or closeness 
rather than actively distancing from other women. Although this is not inconsistent with 
previous literature examining social relationships (e.g., Doyle & Molix, 2014a, Doyle & 
Molix, 2014b, 2015), which were our primary focus, one might argue that these are not 
actually measures of distancing from women and therefore our findings do not rule out that 
distancing might happen in the contexts were we found less social engagement, when other 
measures are used. Future research might therefore investigate whether organisational 
tolerance of sexism would show a boosting effect, as it did in our research, or instead a 
buffering effect when distancing measures are included consistent with other work (e.g., 
Derks, Ellmers, et al., 2011; Derks, van Laar, et al., 2011; Faniko et al., 2016, 2017). 
 Whilst we see examining women’s experiences with sexism in female-dominated 
environments as one of the strengths of this thesis, and the results showed a boosting effect 
on social relationships, we suggest that future research could investigate the role of tolerance 
of sexism in male-dominated environments as well, to test whether similar pattern would be 
obtained as demonstrated in this thesis. Yet, further research is also needed on women’s 
experiences with sexism female-dominated environments. Past research has paid particular 
attention to either women’s experiences with sexism in male-dominated fields (Berdahl, 
2007; Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2004; Ellemers et al., 2004; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Duguid, 
2011; Moss-Racusin et al., 2012) or men’s experiences in female-dominated fields (Simpson, 
2005; Lupton, 2006; Rochlen et al., 2009). However, as our results suggest, sexism against 
women still exists in female-dominated fields, so future research might investigate potential 
barriers inhibiting women from affiliating with other women in female-dominated fields.  
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 Following from this, we suggest that future research might focus specifically on 
developing interventions in order to protect women’s psychological wellbeing at work, as 
well as provide a safe environment for building healthy social relationships which could be 
used as a source of social support. In this thesis, we have shown that organisational tolerance 
of sexism plays an important role in the consequences of sexism for women’s psychological 
wellbeing. Additionally, research in this thesis showed the particular importance of anti-
discrimination norms, especially among co-workers. This ingroup support might provide 
protection for stigmatised group members, such as women, to build resilience against stigma. 
In other words, increasing organisational intolerance of discrimination could make 
stigmatised people feel less isolated after experiencing stigma or discrimination. Future 
studies could focus more on (in)tolerance of discrimination to develop possible workplace 
interventions.   
5.6. Conclusion 
 In this thesis, we aimed to investigate how women respond to sexism, and what role 
tolerance of sexism plays. To this purpose, we presented five different studies along with a 
pilot study. In doing so, we have not obtained any evidence that women distance themselves 
from other women in response to sexism, but we have shown that, under certain 
circumstances, women can respond to sexism by drawing towards other women. By 
examining the role of organisational tolerance of sexism, we have shown that peer tolerance 
has a significant effect on women’s social relationships with other women. Accordingly, we 
can conclude that women respond to sexism with lowered self-esteem and increased anger 
when peers are more tolerant of sexism. Regarding social affiliation, we found that sexism 
can drive women towards female peers when their peers are perceived to be less (vs. more) 
tolerant of sexism. However, we also found that women who encounter sexism might be 
particularly motivated to draw towards other women when they think their peers object to 
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sexism but are not (yet) ready to protest against it. In this way, our results contribute to 
existing literature by revealing that organisational climate can shape women’s social 
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Appendix A: Materials Used in Study 1 with Full Wording  
Study: Workplace experiences 
School of Psychology, University of Exeter 
This questionnaire takes about 20 minutes to complete and asks about your experiences. As 
such, there are no right or wrong answers to these questions—what matters to us is your 
opinion.  
 
This study has been reviewed and approved by the School of Psychology Ethics Review 
Board. It is not foreseen that the study will cause you any harm. However, some questions 
pertain to rather sensitive topics. You do not have to answer any questions that you would 
rather not answer however, if you leave questions unanswered we will not be able to use your 
responses, so please do try to answer all questions. Note also that all your answers are 
anonymous and all data collected will be treated confidentially. We will not look at 
individual answers to the questionnaire, we will only analyse the data as a whole. All data 
will be stored electronically (in encrypted format) and will only be used for research 
purposes.  
 
Different questions in this questionnaire have slightly different formats, so please read the 
instructions carefully. For most questions we provide a series of response alternatives which 
we ask you to select. In some cases, there is a space to elaborate on your answers, if you so 
wish. If you choose to do so, please try to write clearly.  
 
Upon completion of this study, you will be provided with more information regarding the 
aims and expected outcomes of this research. If you have further questions or concerns 
regarding your participation in this study, or if you wish to receive a brief summary of the 
results of this study at a later point in time, please contact Dr Safi Darden at 
s.darden@exeter.ac.uk.   
 
Your participation in this study is very valuable to us but it is completely voluntary and can 
be discontinued at any time. If you agree to participate, please tick the box below and turn the 
page to start answering the questionnaire. 
 
□ I have read the information on this form and agree to participate in this study. 
 
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  The questions that follow regard experiences you may have had at work 
with supervisors or co-workers. You may also have had experiences like this outside work, 
however, for the next few questions, please think about and indicate only the experiences you 
have had in the work context. 
  
For each question, please first indicate how often you have been in each of these situations in 
the past 6 months. Next, if a situation has occurred at least once, please respond to the 
associated question to indicate how you experienced it. If the situation has occurred more 




Participants are then given questions based on either sexual or non-sexual experience 
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INSTRUCTIONS: during the past 6 months, have you been in a situation where anyone at 
work:  














INSTRUCTIONS: Please share with us ONE of your most recent, of the 
experiences at work you were asked about in the previous section. Describe, for example, 
where it happened, how many people were involved, what the person/people said or did and 











INSTRUCTIONS: Reflecting on the experience you described on the previous page, please 




Not at all                                                            
Extremely 
Worthless 1                2                3                4                5 
Fine 1                2                3                4                5 
Worried 1                2                3                4                5 
Embarrassed 1                2                3                4                5 
Angry  
Calm 1                2                3                4                5 
Disappointed in myself 1                2                3                4                5 
Discouraged 1                2                3                4                5 
Humiliated 1                2                3                4                5 
Blue 1                2                3                4                5 
Inferior to others 1                2                3                4                5 
Sad 1                2                3                4                5 
Hostile  
Pleased with myself 1                2                3                4                5 
Irritated 1                2                3                4                5 
Mortified 1                2                3                4                5 
Ashamed 1                2                3                4                5 
Depressed 1                2                3                4                5 
Mad  
Fearful 1                2                3                4                5 
Proud 1                2                3                4                5 
Like a failure 1                2                3                4                5 






INSTRUCTIONS: The next questions inquire about how you feel at this current point in 
time. Of course your feelings change frequently, but for the next questions please try to think 





Strongly    Disagree    Neutral    Agree      Strongly           
disagree                                                            agree                        
I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal 
plane with others. 
1                2                3                4                5 
I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 1                2                3                4                5 
I feel satisfied with myself. 1                2                3                4                5 
I feel inadequate because I am a woman 1                2                3                4                5 
I feel that most people consider women to be 
ineffective 
1                2                3                4                5 
I wish I had more respect for myself. 1                2                3                4                5 
I feel that being a woman is an important part of who 
I am 
1                2                3                4                5 
I feel a bit like I am a failure. 1                2                3                4                5 
I feel good about being a woman 1                2                3                4                5 
I feel a bit useless. 1                2                3                4                5 
I feel that being a woman is an important part of my 
self-image 
1                2                3                4                5 
I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 1                2                3                4                5 
I feel that women are generally respected by others 1                2                3                4                5 
I have a positive attitude toward myself. 1                2                3                4                5 
I feel that I am no good at all. 1                2                3                4                5 
I feel I am able to do things as well as most people. 1                2                3                4                5 
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[ORGANSIATIONAL TOLERANCE OF SEXISM/SEXUAL HARASSMENT] 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate to what extent each of the following sentences applies to 









   Strongly   Disagree   Neutral    Agree    Strongly  
disagree                                                          agree                                                                                                     
Unequal treatment of men and women is clearly discouraged 
in my workplace (including stereotypical comments or jokes)        1               2               3                4                5 
Sexual harassment is clearly discouraged by my supervisors 
and co-workers (including sexual innuendo and materials) 
 
       1               2               3                4                5 
People at my work ignore the unequal treatment of women 
when it happens        1               2               3                4                5 
People at my work ignore sexual harassment when it happens 
       1               2               3                4                5 
There are formal procedures to address the unequal treatment 
of women at my workplace        1               2               3                4                5 
There are formal procedures to address sexually harassing 
behaviour at my workplace        1               2               3                4                5 
When women are treated unequally in my workplace this is 
corrected        1               2               3                4                5 
When women are sexually harassed in my workplace this is 




INSTRUCTIONS: We would finally like to ask you some demographic information.  
 
• How old are you? (circle as appropriate) 
 
 18- 24  25-34 35-44 45-54 55+ 
 
• Please indicate the last level of education you have completed, including any 




• Have you changed jobs in the last 6 months?  YES/NO 
 
• Please estimate the number of people that work in your organisation as a whole. 
(Circle as appropriate):  
0-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 51-100    101-500 500-1000 more than 1000 
 
• Please estimate the number of people that work in your branch or immediate 
workgroup. (circle as appropriate):  
0-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 51-100   101-500 500-1000          more than 1000 
 
• Please estimate the percentage of women in your branch or immediate workgroup. 
(circle as appropriate): 
0-20%  21-40%  41-60%  61-80%  81-100% 
 
• How many people do you supervise?   
0  1-5  6-10  11-15  15+ 
 
• What is your Nationality? 
• How would you describe your ethnicity? 
 
Please use the following space to add any related information you may wish to add. 
 206 
 




Welcome Workplace Experience   This questionnaire asks about your experiences and your 
social relationships at work. The study will take approximately 20 minutes to complete. The 
study has been reviewed and approved by the Psychology Ethics Committee at the University 
of Exeter. 
 
Participation involves answering some questions about your experiences in the workplace, as 
well as some demographic information (e.g., age, nationality, etc.). Different questions in this 
questionnaire have slightly different formats, so please read the instructions carefully. For 
most questions we provide a series of response alternatives, from which we ask you to select. 
In some cases, there is a space to elaborate on your answers if you so wish. There are no right 
or wrong answers to these questions, what interests us is your opinion. These questions are 
not of an intimate nature and we do not expect that participating in this study will cause any 
distress. 
  
Participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may withdraw participation at any 
time, without giving a reason or losing your right to compensation. You do not have to 
answer any questions that you would rather not answer. In exchange for your participation, 
you will receive £ 2.00. 
  
We will collect data that could, under some circumstances, be traced back to you (your 
Prolific ID). The reason we collect this data is that we need it to be able to pay you. Once the 
payment is complete, we will delete this ID number from our data set so that data are fully 
anonymised. Any responses you give in this study will be treated confidentially by the 
research team and will be analysed in aggregate form, that is, as averages of the complete 
sample of participants who responded to this questionnaire. All data will be stored on a 
password-protected computer for 7 years in accordance with the EU General Data Protection 
Regulations (GDPR). The online servers, Qualtrics, used to store the data associated with this 
project are also GDPR compliant. 
  
The University of Exeter processes personal data for the purposes of carrying out research in 
the public interest. The University will endeavor to be transparent about its processing of 
your personal data and this information sheet should provide a clear explanation of this. If 
you do have any queries about the University’s processing of your personal data that cannot 
be resolved by the research team, further information may be obtained from the University’s 
Data Protection Officer by emailing dataprotection@exeter.ac.uk or 
at www.exeter.ac.uk/dataprotection   
 
The research data may be looked at by members of the research team, individuals from the 
University of Exeter, where it is relevant to this research. Anonymized responses may also be 
shared with other researchers for use in future research projects. 
  
If you have any questions or comments about this study, please feel free to contact Esma 
Ciftci (PhD Candidate) at ec432@exeter.ac.uk or Prof Manuela Barreto 
 207 
at m.barreto@exeter.ac.uk . If you have any ethical concerns regarding this study, please 







Please read each of the sentences below and click the box if they are true of you. If they are, 
you will be able to proceed with the study. If they are not, that means that you do not provide 
consent to participate and you will be directed out of this page. ▢ I understand that my participation in this study is completely voluntary and 
that I am free to withdraw at any time without giving any reason and without my legal 
rights being affected.  (1)  ▢ I understand that taking part involves anonymized questionnaire responses to 
be used for the purposes of scientific research. This includes allowing the research team 
to perform data analyses and to share the results of these analyses in public presentations 
and scientific publications.  (2)  ▢ I understand that my data might be publicly shared, if that is required on a 
future occasion, but that if this is done I will remain completely anonymous.  (3)  ▢ I confirm that I have read the information about this project. I have had the 
opportunity to consider the information and freely choose to participate in this study.  (4)  ▢ I understand that my Prolific ID number will be stored in an online server, 
Qualtrics, until I will receive payment for my participation. The researcher, Esma Ciftci, 
can access my Prolific ID number to be able to pay. Once the payment is complete, my 















Experience of Sexism] 
 
The questions that follow regard experiences you may (or not) have had at work. You may 
also have had experiences like this outside work, however, for the next few questions, please 
think about and indicate only experiences you have had in the work context. For each 




SEQ During the last 6 months, have you been in a situation where anyone at work: 

















1. Did not take what you said seriously because 
you are a woman?  o  o  o  o  o  
2. Assumed you had inferior ability (e.g., in maths or 
science) because you are a woman?   o  o  o  o  o  
3. Assumed that you had certain preferences 
(e.g., to stop working when you have children) 
because you are a woman?  o  o  o  o  o  
4. Made comments about your traits, abilities, or 
preferences that are in line with stereotypes about 
women (e.g., being emotional or enjoying certain 
types of films)?  
o  o  o  o  o  
5. Excluded you from specific activities because 
of being a woman (e.g., not inviting you to the pub)?  o  o  o  o  o  
6. Expressed disapproval because you behaved in 
ways that were inconsistent with stereotypes about 
women (e.g., because you behaved assertively)?  o  o  o  o  o  
7. Made derogatory jokes about women (e.g., 
implying that women are not as bright as men)?  o  o  o  o  o  
8. Expressed hostility towards women (e.g., 
stating that women want to control men)?  o  o  o  o  o  
9. Did not give you a good assignment, a job, a 
raise, a promotion, or other such things at work 
because you are a woman?   o  o  o  o  o  
10. Was violent towards you because you are a 
woman (e.g., spoke aggressively, called you names, 
pushed, shoved, hit, or threatened with harm)? o  o  o  o  o  
11. Treated you unfairly because you are a woman 
(e.g., did not give the same chances as given to a 









PSE Below is a list of statements dealing with your feelings about yourself. These feelings 
are likely to vary from time to time. We are interested in how you feel right now—not in 
how you normally feel. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each 

















1. On the whole, I am satisfied with 
myself.  o  o  o  o  o  
2. At times I think I am no good at all.  o  o  o  o  o  
3. I feel that I have a number of good 
qualities.  o  o  o  o  o  
4. I am able to do things as well as most 
other people.  o  o  o  o  o  
5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.   o  o  o  o  o  
6. I certainly feel useless at times.   o  o  o  o  o  
7. I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least 
on an equal plane with others.   o  o  o  o  o  
8. I wish I could have more respect for 
myself. o  o  o  o  o  
9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am 
a failure.  o  o  o  o  o  











The following questions are about how you feel right now. This includes positive and 
negative emotions that you might be experiencing to varying degrees. Please indicate to what 
extent you are experiencing each emotion on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 = not at all and 5 = 






all (1)  2 3 4 
Extremely 
(5) 
1. Worthless   o  o  o  o  o  
2.Fine  o  o  o  o  o  
3.Worried o  o  o  o  o  
4. Embarrassed   o  o  o  o  o  
5. Angry  o  o  o  o  o  
6. Calm   o  o  o  o  o  
7. Disappointed in myself   o  o  o  o  o  
8. Discouraged  o  o  o  o  o  
9. Humiliated  o  o  o  o  o  
10. Blue   o  o  o  o  o  
11. Inferior to others  o  o  o  o  o  
12. Sad   o  o  o  o  o  
13. Hostile   o  o  o  o  o  
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14. Pleased with myself  o  o  o  o  o  
15. Irritated   o  o  o  o  o  
16. Mortified  o  o  o  o  o  
17.Ashamed   o  o  o  o  o  
18.Depressed  o  o  o  o  o  
19.Mad  o  o  o  o  o  
20.Fearful  o  o  o  o  o  
21.Proud   o  o  o  o  o  
22.Like a failure   o  o  o  o  o  
23.Secure   o  o  o  o  o  


















[Tolerance of Sexism] 
 
Now we will ask you some questions about your co-workers, your managers, and policies in 
your workplace, separately. 
  
By ‘co-workers’ we refer to people with whom you work, typically someone in a similar role 
or at a similar level within your organization. 
 
By ‘manager’ we refer to a person responsible for your team, group or department at work. 
For example, they could be the head of your department, your line manager, or your 
employer.  
 
When referring to ‘policies’, we are referring to a set of principles, rules, and guidelines 
formulated or adopted by your organization to reach its long-term goals and typically 




As indicated, we will start by asking you some questions about your current co-workers. 
Please indicate to what extent each of the following statements reflects how your co-workers 


















1. My co-workers clearly 
discourage the unequal treatment 
of men and women in my 
workplace (including stereotypical 
comments or jokes)  
o  o  o  o  o  
2.My co-workers ignore the 
unequal treatment of women when 
it happens   o  o  o  o  o  
3. My co-workers take formal 
procedures seriously to address the 
unequal treatment of women at my 
workplace  
o  o  o  o  o  
4. When women are treated 
unequally in my workplace, my 
co-workers try to do something to 
address it.   







Now we will ask you some questions about your current manager. Please indicate to what 
extent each of the following statements reflects your manager on the scale provided, where 


















1. My manager clearly discourages 
the unequal treatment of men and 
women in my workplace (including 
stereotypical comments or jokes)  
o  o  o  o  o  
2. My manager ignores the unequal 
treatment of women when it 
happens  o  o  o  o  o  
3. My manager takes formal 
procedures seriously to address the 
unequal treatment of women at my 
workplace   
o  o  o  o  o  
4. When women are treated 
unequally in my workplace, my 
manager tries to do something to 
address it.   





[Policy level tolerance]  
 
The following questions are about policies in your workplace. Please indicate to what extent 
each of the following statements reflects policies in your workplace on the scale provided, 


















Policies at my work clearly aim to 
discourage the unequal treatment of 
men and women in my workplace 
(including stereotypical comments or 
jokes) (1)  
o  o  o  o  o  
Policies at my work do not cover the 
unequal treatment of women (2)  o  o  o  o  o  
Policies at my work include formal 
procedures to address the unequal 
treatment of women at my workplace 
(3)  
o  o  o  o  o  
Policies at my work outline how to 
proceed when women are treated 

















[Friendship with female co-workers] 
Below is a list of statements about your relationships with your FEMALE co-workers. Now 
please think about your relationship with your FEMALE co-workers. Please indicate how 
strongly you agree or disagree with each statement on the scale provided, where 1 = strongly 















1. I have the opportunity to get to know my 
FEMALE co-workers.  o  o  o  o  o  
2. I am able to work with my FEMALE co-workers 
to collectively solve problems.   o  o  o  o  o  
3. In my organization, I have the chance to talk 
informally and visit with other FEMALE co-
workers.   o  o  o  o  o  
4. Communication among FEMALE employees is 
encouraged by my organization.  o  o  o  o  o  
5. I have the opportunity to develop close 
friendships with my FEMALE co-workers at my 
workplace.  o  o  o  o  o  
6. Informal talk with my FEMALE co-workers is 
tolerated by my organization as long as the work is 
completed.  o  o  o  o  o  
7. I have formed strong friendships with my 
FEMALE co-workers at work.  o  o  o  o  o  
8. I socialize with my FEMALE co-workers 
outside of the workplace.   o  o  o  o  o  
9. I can confide in FEMALE co-workers at work.   o  o  o  o  o  
10. I feel I can trust many FEMALE co-workers a 
great deal.  o  o  o  o  o  
11. Being able to see my FEMALE co-workers is 
one reason why I look forward to my job.   o  o  o  o  o  
12. I do not feel that any FEMALE co-workers I 







[Team-member exchange with female co-workers] 
Now please think again about your relationship with your FEMALE co-workers. For each 
question, please indicate how often you have been in each of these situations at work on a 
scale from 1 (never) to 5 (always). 
 
 Never (1) 2 3 4 
Always 
(5) 
1. How often do you make suggestions about 
better work methods to female members of your 
team?  o  o  o  o  o  
2. Do other female members of your team usually 
let you know when they have done something that 
makes their jobs easier?  o  o  o  o  o  
3. How often do you let other female members of 
your team know when they have done something 
that makes your job easier? o  o  o  o  o  
4. How well do other female members of your 
team recognize your potential?  o  o  o  o  o  
5. How well do other female members of your 
team understand your problems and needs? o  o  o  o  o  
6. How flexible are you about switching job 
responsibilities to make things easier for other 
female members of your team?  o  o  o  o  o  
7. In busy situations, how often do other female 
members of your team ask you to help out?  o  o  o  o  o  
8. In busy situations, how often do you volunteer 
your efforts to help other female members on your 
team?  o  o  o  o  o  
9. How willing are you to help finish work that had 
been assigned to other female members of your 
team? o  o  o  o  o  
10. How willing are other female members of your 















How old are you? 
 
What is your country of birth?   
 
What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? (If you’re currently 
enrolled in school, please indicate the highest degree you have received.) 
 
Less than a high school diploma  (1)  
High school degree or equivalent (e.g. GED)  (2)  
Some college, no degree  (3)  
Associate degree (e.g. AA, AS)  (4)  
Bachelor’s degree (e.g. BA, BS)  (5)  
Master’s degree (e.g. MA, MS, MEd)  (6)  
Professional degree (e.g. MD, DDS, DVM)  (7)  
Doctorate (e.g. PhD, EdD)  (8)  
 
What is your occupation? 
What is your current employment status?   Full time  (1)    Part time  (2)  
 
Do you manage staff at your workplace? yes  (1) no  (2)  
 
How long have you been working in your current workplace?  
Less than 6 months  (1)         Between 6 months and a year  (2)          more than a year  (3)  
 
Please estimate the number of people that work in your organisation as a whole. 
 
1. 0-5  (1)  
2. 6-10  (2)  
3. 11-20  (3)  
4. 21-50  (4)  
5. 51-100  (5)  
6. 101-500  (6)  
7. 500-1000  (7)  
8. more than 1000  (8)   
 
Please estimate the number of people that work in your branch or immediate workgroup.  
1. 0-5  (1)  
2. 6-10  (2)  
3. 11-20  (3)  
4. 21-50  (4)  
5. 51-100  (5)  
6. 101-500  (6)  
7. 500-1000  (7)  





Please estimate the percentage of women in your branch or immediate workgroup.  
1. 0-20%  (1)  
2. 21-40%  (2)  
3. 41-60%  (3)  
4. 61-80%  (4)  
5. 81-100%  (5)  
 
What is your manager’s gender?  
1. Male  (1)  
2. Female  (2)  
3. Transgender male  (3)  
4. Transgender female  (4)  
5. Non-binary  (5)  
6. Other  (6)  
 




























This page explains a little more about the goals of this study and what we expect to find. Our goal in this study 
is to understand how experiences with gender discrimination and intolerance of sexism in the workplace can 
affect women’s relationships at work. Therefore, only women who are currently employed were asked to 
participate in this study. As you may have noticed, the questionnaire included questions about your relationships 
to other people at work as well as questions about your experiences with being treated in a sexist way. We 
expect to find that your experiences with gender discrimination are negatively associated with your relationships 
with others. We also expect to find that this happens because experiences with gender discrimination create a 
psychological state that impairs social relationships, i.e., lowering self-esteem, and eliciting depression and 
anxiety.  We realise that for some participants answering these questions may have been somewhat distressing. 
We sincerely appreciate your willingness to participate despite that potential distress and assure you that your 
effort will not be in vain: it will be used to improve the understanding of women’s experiences at work and 
ultimately to improve the systems we implement to counteract these experiences.  Below you can find a list of 
resources that provide more information about gender equality in the workplace and how discrimination can be 
addressed. 
  
 If you have further questions or concerns regarding your participation in this study, or if you wish to receive a 
brief summary of the results of this study at a later point in time, please contact Esma Ciftci (PhD Candidate) at 
ec432@exeter.ac.uk or Prof Barreto at m.barreto@exeter.ac.uk. If you have any ethical concerns regarding this 
study, please contact the Chair of the School of Psychology’s Ethics Committee, Dr. Nick Moberly at 
N.J.Moberly@exeter.ac.uk  .  Again, thank you for your participation.      
 
RESOURCES FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ON GENDER EQUALITY AND DISCRIMINATION 
AT WORK   
Below you can find a list of online and offline resources that provide more information about bullying, 
harassment, or discrimination at work, or how to cope with these experiences.  
 
1. GOV.UK  
Information on workplace bullying and harassment is available at: https://www.gov.uk/workplace-bullying-and-
harassment 
 
2. Employee Assistance Professional Association (EAPA) 
Employee assistance programmes are counselling services provided and paid for by the employer and are free to 
the employee.  For information on Employee Assistance Programmes please call 0800 783 7616. 
 
3. Acas Helpline (Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration Service)  
For confidential and impartial advice on diversity in employment and employment related issues please call 
08457 47 47 47. If you are based in Northern Ireland, please call 028 9032 1442.   For an employee’s guide to 
Bullying and Harassment at work please visit  http://www.acas.org.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=306&p=0  For 
general information please visit http://www.acas.org.uk      
 
4. Monster Career advice   
To check work related problems: https://www.monster.co.uk/careeradvice/worklife/workplace-problems 
 
5. Equality and Human Rights Commission    
If you need expert information, advice, and support on discrimination, please call 0800 800 0082  Please visit 
www.equalityhumanrights.com for further information. 
 
6. Additional advice can be obtained through:   




Appendix C: Materials Used in Study 3 and 4 with Full Wording  
Workplace Experience Experimental Study  
Session 1 
[Information about study] 
 
This questionnaire asks about your experiences at work. The study will take approximately 5 minutes to 
complete. The study has been reviewed and approved by the Psychology Ethics Committee at the University of 
Exeter.    
 
Participation involves answering some questions about your experiences in the workplace, as well as some 
demographic information (e.g., age, nationality, etc.). Different questions in this questionnaire have slightly 
different formats, so please read the instructions carefully. For most questions we provide a series of response 
alternatives, from which we ask you to select. In some cases, there is a space to elaborate on your answers. 
There are no right or wrong answers to these questions, what interests us is your opinion.      
 
Some participants might be asked to recall an unpleasant experience and that might temporarily elicit some 
negative feelings. Please note that participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may withdraw 
participation at any time, without giving a reason, without any prejudice and without losing your right to 
compensation. If you do withdraw, you will be directed to the end page of the study, where more explanations 
are provided. You do not have to answer any questions that you would rather not answer. You also are able to 
withdraw your data after you submit your answers, but before you receive payment, without losing your right to 
compensation. If you would like to withdraw after participation, please message the researcher, Esma Ciftci, 
through Prolific, stating that you would like to withdraw your data. In exchange for your participation, you will 
receive £ 0.50.        
 
We will collect data that could, under some circumstances, be traced back to you (your Prolific ID). The reason 
we collect this data is that we need it to be able to pay you. However, once the payment is complete, we will 
delete this ID number from our data set so that data are fully anonymised. Researchers will have no access to 
any other data about you through your prolific ID. Any responses you give in this study will be treated 
confidentially by the research team and will be analysed in aggregate form, that is, as averages of the complete 
sample of participants who responded to this questionnaire. All data will be stored on a password-protected 
computer for 7 years in accordance with the EU General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR). The online 
servers, Qualtrics, used to store the data associated with this project are also GDPR compliant.       
 
The University of Exeter processes personal data for the purposes of carrying out research in the public interest. 
The University will endeavour to be transparent about its processing of your personal data and this information 
sheet should provide a clear explanation of this. If you do have any queries about the University’s processing of 
your personal data that cannot be resolved by the research team, further information may be obtained from the 
University’s Data Protection Officer by emailing dataprotection@exeter.ac.uk or 
at www.exeter.ac.uk/dataprotection.   The research data may be looked at by members of the research team, 
individuals from the University of Exeter, where it is relevant to this research. Anonymized responses may also 
be shared with other researchers for use in future research projects.      
 
If you have any questions or comments about this study, please feel free to contact Esma Ciftci (PhD Candidate) 
at ec432@exeter.ac.uk, or Prof Manuela Barreto at m.barreto@exeter.ac.uk. If you have any ethical concerns 
regarding this study, please contact the Chair of the School of Psychology’s Ethics Committee, Dr Nick 









Please read each of the sentences below and click the box if they are true of you. If they are, 
you will be able to proceed with the study. If they are not, that means that you do not provide 
consent to participate and you will be directed out of this page. ▢ I understand that my participation in this study is completely voluntary and 
that I am free to withdraw at any time without giving any reason and without my legal 
rights being affected.   ▢ I understand that taking part involves anonymized questionnaire responses to 
be used for the purposes of scientific research. This includes allowing the research team 
to perform data analyses and to share the results of these analyses in public presentations 
and scientific publications.   ▢ I understand that my data might be publicly shared, if that is required on a 
future occasion, but that if this is done I will remain completely anonymous.   ▢ I confirm that I have read the information about this project. I have had the 
opportunity to consider the information and freely choose to participate in this study.  ▢ I understand that my Prolific ID number will be stored in an online server, 
Qualtrics, until I will receive payment for my participation. The researcher, Esma Ciftci, 
can access my Prolific ID number to be able to pay. Once the payment is complete, my 







Prolific Please enter your Prolific ID 
It is important that you enter your prolific ID correct for us to be able to make a payment to 














How old are you? 
What is your country of birth?   
What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? (If you’re currently 
enrolled in school, please indicate the highest degree you have received.) 
1. Less than a high school diploma  (1)  
2. High school degree or equivalent (e.g. GED)  (2)  
3. Some college, no degree  (3)  
4. Associate degree (e.g. AA, AS)  (4)  
5. Bachelor’s degree (e.g. BA, BS)  (5)  
6. Master’s degree (e.g. MA, MS, MEd)  (6)  
7. Professional degree (e.g. MD, DDS, DVM)  (7)  
8. Doctorate (e.g. PhD, EdD)  (8)  
What is your occupation? 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
What is your current employment status?  Full time  (1)     Part time  (2)  
 
Do you manage staff at your workplace? yes  (1)       no  (2)  
 
How long      have you been working in your current workplace? 
1. Less than 6 months  (1)  
2. Between 6 months and a year  (2)  
3. more than a year  (3)  
 
 
Please estimate the number of people that work in your organisation as a whole. 
0-51  (1)  
0-5 6-10  (2)  
11-20  (3)  
21-50  (4)  
51-100  (5)  
101-500  (6)  
500-1000  (7)  




Please estimate the number of people that work in your branch or immediate workgroup.  
0-5  (1)  
6-10  (2)  
11-20  (3)  
21-50  (4)  
51-100  (5)  
101-500  (6)  
500-1000  (7)  
more than 1000  (8)  
 
Please estimate the percentage of women in your branch or immediate workgroup.  
0-20%  (1)  
21-40%  (2)  
41-60%  (3)  
61-80%  (4)  
81-100%  (5)  
 
What is your manager’s gender?  
Male  (1)  
Female  (2)  
Transgender male  (3)  
Transgender female  (4)  
Non-binary  (5)  






[Tolerance of Sexism] 
Now we will ask you some questions about your co-workers, your managers, and policies in 
your workplace, separately.  
 
By ‘co-workers’ we refer to people with whom you work, typically someone in a similar role 
or at a similar level within your organization. 
By ‘manager’ we refer to a person responsible for your team, group or department at work. 
For example, they could be the head of your department, your line manager, or your 
employer.  
 
When referring to ‘policies’, we are referring to a set of principles, rules, and guidelines 
formulated or adopted by your organization to reach its long-term goals and typically 







As indicated, we will start by asking you some questions about your current co-
workers. Please indicate to what extent each of the following statements reflects how your 

















1. My co-workers clearly 
discourage the unequal 
treatment of men and women 
in my workplace (including 
stereotypical comments or 
jokes)  
o  o  o  o  o  
2. My co-workers ignore the 
unequal treatment of women 
when it happens 
o  o  o  o  o  
3. My co-workers take formal 
procedures seriously to 
address the unequal 
treatment of women at my 
workplace  
o  o  o  o  o  
4. When women are treated 
unequally in my workplace, 
my co-workers try to do 
something to address it.  



























Now we will ask you some questions about your current manager. Please indicate to what 
extent each of the following statements reflects your manager on the scale provided, where 

















1. My manager clearly 
discourages the unequal 
treatment of men and women 
in my workplace (including 
stereotypical comments or 
jokes)  
o  o  o  o  o  
2. My manager ignores the 
unequal treatment of women 
when it happens  
o  o  o  o  o  
3. My manager takes formal 
procedures seriously to 
address the unequal treatment 
of women at my workplace  
o  o  o  o  o  
4. When women are treated 
unequally in my workplace, 
my manager tries to do 
something to address it.  





[Policy level tolerance] 
 
The following questions are about policies in your workplace. Please indicate to what extent 
each of the following statements reflects policies in your workplace on the scale provided, 
















1. Policies at my work clearly 
aim to discourage the unequal 
treatment of men and women 
in my workplace (including 
stereotypical comments or 
jokes)  
o  o  o  o  o  
2. Policies at my work do not 
cover the unequal treatment 
of women  
o  o  o  o  o  
3. Policies at my work include 
formal procedures to address 
the unequal treatment of 
women at my workplace  
o  o  o  o  o  
4. Policies at my work outline 
how to proceed when women 
are treated unequally in my 
workplace.  



















[Sexual Minorities-perceived discrimination] 
The questions that follow regard experiences you may (or not) have had at work. You may 
also have had experiences like this outside work, however, for the next few questions, please 
think about and report only on experiences you have had in the work context. For each 
question, please indicate how often you have been in each of these situations in the past 6 
months on the scale provided, where 1=never and 5=most of the time.  During the last 6 
months: 














1. At work, you are called names or 
insulted because of your sexual orientation. o  
2. At work, you are threatened or harassed 
because of your sexual orientation  o  
3. At work, you hear people use gay slurs 
(e.g. fag, dyke)  o  
4. You see other people get harassed 























The questions that follow regard experiences you may (or not) have had at work. You may 
also have had experiences like this outside work, however, for the next few questions, please 
think about and indicate only experiences you have had in the work context. For each 
question, please indicate how often you have been in each of these situations in the past 6 
months on the scale provided, where 1=never and 5=most of the time.  During the last 6 
months: 















1.I have been passed over for a work role/task 
due to my age.  i.  ii.  iii.  iv.  v.  
2. My contributions are not valued as much due 
to my age.       
3. I have been given fewer opportunities to 
express my ideas due to my age.       
4. I have unfairly been evaluated less favorably 
due to my age.       
5.I receive less social support due to my age.      
6.I have been treated as though I am less capable 
due to my age.       
7.I have been treated with less respect due to my 
age.      
8.Someone has delayed or ignored my request 
due to my age.       
9.Someone has blamed me for failures or 















[Experience of Sexism] 
The questions that follow regard experiences you may (or not) have had at work. You may 
also have had experiences like this outside work, however, for the next few questions, please 
think about and indicate only experiences you have had in the work context. For each 
question, please indicate how often you have been in each of these situations in the past 6 
months on the scale provided, where 1=never and 5=most of the time. 
During the last 6 months, have you been in a situation where anyone at work: 
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1.Did not take what you said seriously 
because you are a woman?       
2. Assumed you had inferior ability (e.g., in 
maths or science) because you are a woman?        
3.Assumed that you had certain preferences 
(e.g., to stop working when you have children) 
because you are a woman?  
     
4.Made comments about your traits, abilities, 
or preferences that are in line with stereotypes 
about women (e.g., being emotional or 
enjoying certain types of films)? 
     
5.Excluded you from specific activities 
because of being a woman (e.g., not inviting 
you to the pub)?  
     
6.Expressed disapproval because you behaved 
in ways that were inconsistent with 
stereotypes about women (e.g., because you 
behaved assertively)?  
     
7.Made derogatory jokes about women (e.g., 
implying that women are not as bright as 
men)? 
     
8.Expressed hostility towards women (e.g., 
stating that women want to control men)?      
9.Did not give you a good assignment, a job, a 
raise, a promotion, or other such things at 
work because you are a woman?  
     
10.Was violent towards you because you are a 
woman (e.g., spoke aggressively, called you 
names, pushed, shoved, hit, or threatened with 
harm)?  
     
11.Treated you unfairly because you are a 
woman (e.g., did not give the same chances as 
given to a man)? 










Thank you for taking part in this study. Your participation is fundamental to us. This page explains a little more 
about the goals of this study and what we expect to find. Our goal in this study is to shed light on women’s 
experiences with gender discrimination and intolerance of sexism in the workplace. Therefore only women who 
are currently employed were asked to participate in this study. As you may have noticed, the questionnaire 
included questions about your experiences with being treated in a sexist way. We expect to find that your 
experiences with gender discrimination are negatively associated with your perception of intolerance of sexism 
in the workplace.      
 
We realize that for some participants answering these questions may have been somewhat distressing. We 
sincerely appreciate your willingness to participate despite that potential distress and assure you that your effort 
will not be in vain: it will be used to improve the understanding of women’s experiences at work and ultimately 
to improve the systems we implement to counteract these experiences.      
 
Below you can find a list of resources that provide more information about equality in the workplace and how 
discrimination can be addressed. If you have further questions or concerns regarding your participation in this 
study, or if you wish to receive a brief summary of the results of this study at a later point in time, please contact 
Esma Ciftci (PhD Candidate) at ec432@exeter.ac.uk or Prof Barreto at m.barreto@exeter.ac.uk. If you have any 
ethical concerns regarding this study, please contact the Chair of the School of Psychology’s Ethics Committee, 
Dr. Nick Moberly at N.J.Moberly@exeter.ac.uk .      
 
Again, thank you for your participation. 
 
RESOURCES FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ON EQUALITY AND DISCRIMINATION AT 
WORK      
 
Below you can find a list of online and offline resources that provide more information about discrimination at 
work, or how to cope with these experiences.      
 
1. GOV.UK  Information on workplace bullying and harassment is available at: https://www.gov.uk/workplace-
bullying-and-harassment      
 
2. Employee Assistance Professional Association (EAPA)   
Employee assistance programmes are counselling services provided and paid for by the employer and are free to 
the employee.  For information on Employee Assistance Programmes please call 0800 783 7616.      
 
3. Acas Helpline (Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration Service)  For confidential and impartial advice on 
diversity in employment and employment related issues please call 08457 47 47 47. If you are based in Northern 
Ireland, please call 028 9032 1442.     For an employee’s guide to Bullying and Harassment at work please visit  
http://www.acas.org.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=306&p=0  For general information please visit 
http://www.acas.org.uk.     
  
4.Monster Career advice   
To check work related problems: https://www.monster.co.uk/careeradvice/worklife/workplace-problems      
 
5. Equality and Human Rights Commission   If you need expert information, advice, and support on 
discrimination, please call 0800 800 0082  Please visit www.equalityhumanrights.com for further information.      
 
6.Additional advice can be obtained through:  Your trade union (if you are a member of one),  Legal advisers  
Citizens Advice Bureaux.         
 











We are going to run a follow up study and in this study, we would like to ask your workplace 
experiences with more details. We would like to send you an invitation link via Prolific for 
our next stage in 2 weeks. If you accept to be invited to this second stage, you will be sent a 
link via Prolific to take part of the study.  In exchange for your participation, you will be 
compensated again. Taking part of the second stage will not affect any rights in this current 
study.  
 
Please read the sentence below and click the box “yes, I would like to be contacted for the 
next stage” if they are true of you. If they are, you will be contacted for the next stage. If they 
are not, that means that you do not provide consent to be contacted. 
 
I understand that I might be contacted for the second stage of the study. I understand that my 
participation in this upcoming study is completely voluntary and that I have a right not to take 
part without giving any reason and without my legal rights in this current study being 
affected. 
 
1. Yes, I would like to be contacted for the second stage.   
2. No, I would not like to be contacted for the next stage.   
 
[Debrief for people who will join again] 
 
Thank you for taking part in this study. Your participation is fundamental to us. This page 
explains a little more about the goals of this study. Our goal in this study is to shed light on 
workplace experiences. Therefore working people in the UK were asked to participate in this 
study. We realize that for some participants answering these questions may have been 
somewhat distressing. We sincerely appreciate your willingness to participate despite that 
potential distress and assure you that your effort will not be in vain: it will be used to improve 
the understanding of women’s experiences at work and ultimately to improve the systems we 
implement to counteract these experiences. 
 
If you have further questions or concerns regarding your participation in this study, or if you 
wish to receive a brief summary of the results of this study at a later point in time, please 
contact Esma Ciftci (PhD Candidate) at ec432@exeter.ac.uk or Prof Barreto at 
m.barreto@exeter.ac.uk. If you have any ethical concerns regarding this study, please contact 
the Chair of the School of Psychology’s Ethics Committee, Dr. Nick Moberly at 
N.J.Moberly@exeter.ac.uk  . 
 




[Information about study] 
This questionnaire asks about your experiences and your social relationships at work. The 
study will take approximately 10 minutes to complete. The study has been reviewed and 
approved by the Psychology Ethics Committee at the University of Exeter.  
Participation involves answering some questions about your experiences in the workplace. 
Different questions in this questionnaire have slightly different formats, so please read the 
instructions carefully. For most questions we provide a series of response alternatives, from 
which we ask you to select. In some cases, there is a space to elaborate on your answers. 
There are no right or wrong answers to these questions, what interests us is your opinion. 
Some participants might be asked to recall an unpleasant experience and that might be 
temporarily elicit some negative feelings. We sincerely appreciate your willingness to 
participate despite that potential distress. Please note that participation in this study is 
completely voluntary and you may withdraw participation at any time, without giving a 
reason, without any prejudice, and without losing your right for compensation. If you do 
withdraw, you will be directed to the end page of the study, where more explanations are 
provided.  You do not have to answer any questions that you would rather not answer. You 
also are able to withdraw your data after you submit your answers, but before you receive 
payment, without losing your right to compensation. If you would like to withdraw after 
participation, please message the researcher, Esma Ciftci, through Prolific, stating that you 
would like to withdraw your data. In exchange for your participation, you will receive £1.  
We will collect data that could, under some circumstances, be traced back to you (your 
Prolific ID). The reason we collect this data is that we need it to be able to pay you. Once the 
payment is complete, we will delete this ID number from our data set so that data are fully 
anonymised. Researchers will have no access to any other data about you through your 
prolific ID. Any responses you give in this study will be treated confidentially by the research 
team and will be analysed in aggregate form, that is, as averages of the complete sample of 
participants who responded to this questionnaire. All data will be stored on a password-
protected computer for 7 years in accordance with the EU General Data Protection 
Regulations (GDPR). The online servers, Qualtrics, used to store the data associated with this 
project are also GDPR compliant.  
  The University of Exeter processes personal data for the purposes of carrying out research in 
the public interest. The University will endeavour to be transparent about its processing of 
your personal data and this information sheet should provide a clear explanation of this. If 
you do have any queries about the University’s processing of your personal data that cannot 
be resolved by the research team, further information may be obtained from the University’s 
Data Protection Officer by emailing dataprotection@exeter.ac.uk or 
at www.exeter.ac.uk/dataprotection.  
The research data may be looked at by members of the research team, individuals from the 
University of Exeter, where it is relevant to this research. Anonymized responses may also be 




If you have any questions or comments about this study, please feel free to contact Esma 
Ciftci (PhD Candidate) at ec432@exeter.ac.uk, or Prof Manuela Barreto at 
m.barreto@exeter.ac.uk. If you have any ethical concerns regarding this study, please contact 






Please read each of the sentences below and click the box if they are true of you. If they are, 
you will be able to proceed with the study. If they are not, that means that you do not provide 
consent to participate and you will be directed out of this page. ▢ I understand that my participation in this study is completely voluntary and 
that I am free to withdraw at any time without giving any reason and without my legal 
rights being affected.   ▢ I understand that taking part involves anonymized questionnaire responses to 
be used for the purposes of scientific research. This includes allowing the research team 
to perform data analyses and to share the results of these analyses in public presentations 
and scientific publications.   ▢ I understand that my data might be publicly shared, if that is required on a 
future occasion, but that if this is done I will remain completely anonymous.  ▢ I confirm that I have read the information about this project. I have had the 
opportunity to consider the information and freely choose to participate in this study.   ▢ I understand that my Prolific ID number will be stored in an online server, 
Qualtrics, until I will receive payment for my participation. The researcher, Esma Ciftci, 
can access my Prolific ID number to be able to pay. Once the payment is complete, my 




Prolific Please enter your Prolific ID.  
It is important that you enter your prolific ID correct for us to be able to make a payment to 









Thank you for agreeing to participate. First, we would like you to think about and describe a 
personal experience. We are specifically interested in an experience you might have had at 
work where you think that you were treated unfairly because you are a woman. Please think 
about this experience and provide a brief description of what happened in the space provided 
below. Describe, for example, where it happened, how many people were involved, what the 






[No sexism condition] 
Thank you for agreeing to participate. First, we would like you to think about and describe a 
personal experience. We are specifically interested in your usual daily route from home to 
work. Please think about this route and provide a brief description in the space provided 
below. Describe, for example, how long the route is, what means of transportation you use, 






[Friendship with female co-workers] 
Now we would like you to think specifically about your female co-workers. Below is a list of 
statements about your relationships with your FEMALE co-workers. Please focus on how 
you feel at the moment about your relationship with your FEMALE co-workers, even if this 
differs from how you felt last week, or anticipate feeling in the future. Please indicate how 
strongly you agree or disagree with each statement on the scale provided, where 1 = strongly 


















1. At the moment I think I have the 
opportunity to get to know my 
FEMALE co-workers.   o  o  o  o  o  
2. At the moment I think I am able to 
work with my FEMALE co-workers 
to collectively solve problems.  o  o  o  o  o  
3. At the moment I think in my 
organisation, I have the chance to 
talk informally and visit with other 
FEMALE co-workers. 
o  o  o  o  o  
4. At the moment I think I have the 
opportunity to develop close 
friendships with my FEMALE co-
workers at my workplace. 
o  o  o  o  o  
5. At the moment I think I have 
formed strong friendships with my 
FEMALE co-workers at work. o  o  o  o  o  
6. At the moment I think I socialise 
with my FEMALE co-workers 
outside of the workplace. o  o  o  o  o  
7. At the moment I think I can 
confide in FEMALE co-workers at 
work. o  o  o  o  o  
8. At the moment I feel I can trust 
many FEMALE co-workers a great 
deal.  o  o  o  o  o  
9. At the moment I think being able 
to see my FEMALE co-workers is 
one reason why I look forward to my 
job.  
o  o  o  o  o  
10. At the moment I think I do not 
feel that any FEMALE co-workers I 









In this section we are interested in how you currently feel about your relationships with your 
co-workers. Please focus on how you feel right now, even if this differs from how you have 
felt in the past or expect to feel in the future.  First, please select up to five co-workers and 
indicate their initials in the table below (this is only so you remember whom you are referring 
to in each row). Then, one by one, please provide some information concerning your 
relationship with each of these five co-workers:  their gender, how close you feel to them 
right now, and how much support you receive from them and give to them. For the last 
questions, please indicate your answer on the 5 point scale, where 1=not at all and 5=very 
much.  
 
 Gender How close do you feel 
to this co-worker 
If you need how 
much support do you 
expect to receive 
from this co-worker? 
If asked, how much 
support would you 




    
Co-worker 2 
(initials) 
    
Co-worker 3 
(initials) 
    
Co-worker 4 
(initials) 
    
Co-worker 5 
(initials) 




















Below is a list of statements dealing with your feelings about yourself. These feelings are 
likely to vary from time to time. We are interested in how you feel right now—not in how 
you normally feel. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement on 

















1. On the whole, I am satisfied with 
myself.   o  o  o  o  o  
2. At times I think I am no good at 
all.  o  o  o  o  o  
3. I feel that I have a number of 
good qualities.  o  o  o  o  o  
4. I am able to do things as well as 
most other people.  o  o  o  o  o  
5. I feel I do not have much to be 
proud of.  o  o  o  o  o  
6. I certainly feel useless at times.  o  o  o  o  o  
7. I feel that I'm a person of worth, 
at least on an equal plane with 
others.  o  o  o  o  o  
8. I wish I could have more respect 
for myself. o  o  o  o  o  
9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that 
I am a failure.   o  o  o  o  o  
10. I take a positive attitude toward 










The following questions are about how you feel right now. This includes positive and 
negative emotions that you might be experiencing to varying degrees. Please indicate to what 
extent you are experiencing each emotion on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 = not at all and 5 = 




 Not at all (1) 2 3 4 
Extremely 
(5) 
1. Worthless o  o  o  o  o  
2.Fine o  o  o  o  o  
3.Worried  o  o  o  o  o  
4.Embarrassed  o  o  o  o  o  
5. Angry  o  o  o  o  o  
6.Calm  o  o  o  o  o  
7.Disappointed in myself  o  o  o  o  o  
8.Discouraged  o  o  o  o  o  
9.Humiliated  o  o  o  o  o  
10.Blue  o  o  o  o  o  
11.Inferior to others  o  o  o  o  o  
12.Sad   o  o  o  o  o  
13.Hostile  o  o  o  o  o  
14.Pleased with myself   o  o  o  o  o  
15.Irritated  o  o  o  o  o  
16.Mortified  o  o  o  o  o  
17.Ashamed  o  o  o  o  o  
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18.Depressed  o  o  o  o  o  
19.Mad  o  o  o  o  o  
20.Fearful  o  o  o  o  o  
21.Proud  o  o  o  o  o  
22.Like a failure  o  o  o  o  o  
23.Secure  o  o  o  o  o  



























Thank you for taking part in this study. Your participation is fundamental to us. Thank you 
for answering our questions. Now please read the following information that tells you a bit 
more about this study. This page explains a little more about the goals of this study and what 
we expect to find. With this study we aim to examine how people respond to sexist treatment. 
In particular, we aim to examine whether intolerance of sexism affects women to engage with 
other women. Therefore only women who are currently employed were asked to participate 
in this study. We expect to find that your experiences with gender discrimination are 
negatively associated with your relationships with others. We also expect to find that this 
happens because experiences with gender discrimination create a psychological state that 
impairs social relationships, i.e., lowering self-esteem, and eliciting depression and 
anxiety. To examine this, we asked questions about your co-workers’ managers’ and 
organisational policy level intolerance of sexism in your current workplace a week before. 
Next, we had to ask sexist treatment you have experienced at work to see how you would 
respond to it. We did this by asking you either recalling experience about sexism at work or 
asking you describe how you come to work from home. We followed this procedure because 
this allows us to examine participants’ reactions under entirely controlled conditions that vary 
only along the specific factor we want to vary. We realise that for some participants 
answering these questions may have been somewhat distressing. We sincerely appreciate 
your willingness to participate despite that potential distress and assure you that your effort 
will not be in vain: it will be used to improve the understanding of women’s experiences at 
work and ultimately to improve the systems we implement to counteract these 
experiences. Below you can find a list of resources that provide more information about 
gender equality in the workplace and how discrimination can be addressed. If you have 
further questions or concerns regarding your participation in this study, or if you wish to 
receive a brief summary of the results of this study at a later point in time, please contact 
Esma Ciftci (PhD Candidate) at ec432@exeter.ac.uk or Prof Barreto at 
m.barreto@exeter.ac.uk. If you have any ethical concerns regarding this study, please contact 
the Chair of the School of Psychology’s Ethics Committee, Dr. Nick Moberly at 
N.J.Moberly@exeter.ac.uk  .  
 













RESOURCES FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ON GENDER EQUALITY AND 
DISCRIMINATION AT WORK  
Below you can find a list of online and offline resources that provide more information about 
bullying, harassment, or discrimination at work, or how to cope with these experiences.  
1. GOV.UKInformation on workplace bullying and harassment is available at: 
https://www.gov.uk/workplace-bullying-and-harassment  
2. Employee Assistance Professional Association (EAPA) 
Employee assistance programmes are counselling services provided and paid for by the 
employer and are free to the employee.For information on Employee Assistance Programmes 
please call 0800 783 7616.  
3. Acas Helpline (Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration Service) 
For confidential and impartial advice on diversity in employment and employment related 
issues please call 08457 47 47 47. If you are based in Northern Ireland, please call 028 9032 
1442. For an employee’s guide to Bullying and Harassment at work please 
visithttp://www.acas.org.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=306&p=0For general information please 
visit http://www.acas.org.uk.  
4. Monster Career advice 
To check work related problems: 
https://www.monster.co.uk/careeradvice/worklife/workplace-problems 5. Equality and 
Human Rights Commission If you need expert information, advice, and support on 
discrimination, please call 0800 800 0082Please visit www.equalityhumanrights.com for 
further information.  
6. Additional advice can be obtained through: 
Your trade union (if you are a member of one), 
Legal advisersCitizens Advice Bureaux.                                                                                               
 
Thank you for completing this survey.    
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Appendix D: Supplementary materials for Study 2, 3, 4 (Chapter 3) 
Supplementary Materials 
 These supplementary materials accompany the manuscript “Distancing or Drawing 
Together: Sexism and Organisational Tolerance of Sexism Impact Women’s Social 
Relationships at Work” (Ciftci et al., 2020).  
Study 2 
 In this section readers can find a description of some additional measures included in 
Study 2 that are not described in the main text of the article.  
Method. 
Affect. Participants completed three affect subscales tapping into depression, anxiety, 
and anger (Major, Kaiser, & McCoy, 2003). Participants responded to all items on a five 
point Likert-type scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). Depression was assessed with 15 
items: Discouraged, fine (reverse coded), blue, worthless, proud (reverse coded), 
embarrassed, like a failure, disappointed in myself, pleased with myself (reverse coded), 
humiliated, ashamed, inferior to others, sad, depressed, and mortified. These items formed a 
reliable scale (α=.94) and were averaged for further analysis. Anger was measured with five 
items: Angry, mad, scornful, irritable, and hostile. These items formed a reliable scale 
(α=.90) and were averaged for further analysis. To measure anxiety, we used four items:  
Fearful, worried, calm (reverse coded), and secure (reverse coded). These items formed a 
reasonably reliable scale (α=.81) and were averaged for further analyses. 
Personal self-esteem. Participants’ sense of personal self-esteem was assessed with 
the Rosenberg (1965) self-esteem scale, which consists of 10 items (α=.92), answered on a 
scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Items include ‘I feel that I have a number 
of positive qualities’, and ‘at times I think I am no good at all (reverse coded)’.  
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Team-member exchange. To examine effects with female team members 
specifically, we measured team-member exchange (Seers, Petty, & Cashman, 1995). This 
scale queried the frequency with which participants displayed ten behaviours, including, “In 
busy situations, how often do you volunteer your efforts to help other female members on 
your team?” and “In busy situations, how often do other female members of your team ask 
you to help out?” Responses were made on a scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (almost every 
day) and mean scores were computed. Internal consistency for this measure in this sample 
was good, α=.91.  
Results 
Sexism as a negative experience and Tolerance of sexism as a positive experience. 
We subsequently assessed support for the notion that sexism is a negative experience. 
Depression showed main effects of both sexism, b=.21, t(397)=3.12, p .005, CI[.08,.34], and 
peers’ tolerance of sexism, b=-.14, t(397)=-2.34, p .05, CI[-.27,-.02]. More frequent 
experiences of sexism were associated with increased depression while more perceived peers’ 
tolerance of sexism was associated with decreased depression. However, there was no main 
effect of managers’ tolerance of sexism on depression, b=-.04, t(397)=-.70, p=.50, CI[-.14,.07]. 
Nevertheless, the main effect of policy level tolerance of sexism on depression was 
marginally significant, b=-.09, t(397)=-1.82, p=.07, CI[-.18,.01]. 
Although there was no significant main effect of peers’ tolerance of sexism, b=-.08, 
t(397)=-1.34, p=.18, CI[-.20,.04], manager’s tolerance of sexism, b=.01, t(397)=.19, p=.84, CI[-
.09,.12], and policy level tolerance of sexism, b=-.08, t(397)=-1.62, p=.11, CI[-.17,.02], anger 
was affect by the main effect of sexism, b=.27, t(397)=4.01, p .001, CI[.14,.41]. More frequent 
experiences of sexism were associated with increased feeling of anger.  
We next examined whether anxiety was affected by sexism and tolerance of sexism. 
While there was not a significant main effect of sexism on anxiety, b=.05, t(397)=.63, p=.62, 
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CI[-.10,20], the main effect of peers’ tolerance of sexism was significant, b=-.14, t(397)=-2.34, 
p .05, CI[-.27,-.02].  
Team-member exchange with women. A significant main effect of peers’ tolerance 
of sexism, b=-.29, t(397)=-5.15, p=.000, CI[.17, .38], indicating that women who perceived 
that their peers were less tolerant of sexism also reported stronger team-member exchange 
with women at work. In addition, there was a significant main effect of sexism, b=-.16, 
t(397)=-2.68, p=.01, CI[-.07, .16] on team member exchange, indicating that the more women 
perceived sexism, the less their reported team-member exchange with other women at work. 
However, these main effects were not qualified by a significant interaction between sexism 
and peers’ olerance of sexism, b=-.02, t(397)=-.33, p=.74, CI[.07, .34]. 
 With regard to manager’s tolerance of sexism, there was a significant main effect of 
manager’s tolerance of sexism, b=-.11, t(397)=-2.20, p=.03, CI[.08, .26]: When participants 
indicated  less perceived manager’s tolerance of sexism, they also indicated  greater team-
member exchange with their  female co-workers. We also found a marginally significant 
interaction between managers’ tolerance of sexism, and experiences of sexism on team-
member exchange, b=-.12, t(397)=-1.92, p=.06, CI[-.24, .00]. Breakdown of the interaction 
also yielded a significant simple slope: women who perceived more tolerance of sexism on 
the part of their manager (-1 SD), experiences of sexism resulted in a trend toward decreased 
team-member exchange with other women at work, b=.19, t(397)=-2.38, p=.02, CI[.03, .35]. 
This was the same trend that we found for the effect of manager’s tolerance of sexism on 
workplace friendship (and different from the effect we found for peer tolerance). None of the 
other simple slopes reached significance.  
With regards to policy-level tolerance, we found a marginally significant main effect 
on team-member exchange with other women at work, b=.09, t(397)=1.99, p=.05, CI[.02, .18], 
similar to the one described above for workplace friendship. As above, the interaction 
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between experiences of sexism and policy level tolerance of sexism was not significant, 
b=.00, t(397)=.05, p=.96, CI[-.14, .10].  
Study 3 
  In this section readers can find a description of several additional measures included 
in Study 3 that are not described in the main text of the article.  
Method 
Affect. Affect items were identical to those in Study 2. Therefore, it had 3 subscales: 
depression (α=.93), anger (α=.89), and anxiety (α=.80).  
 Personal Self Esteem. We used the same personal self-esteem scale as in Study 2 
(α=.90).  
Support taken. Participants were presented with a ‘name generator,’ in which they 
were asked to list up to 5 people at work with whom they feel close. In addition to closeness 
item presented in the main text, for each individual, we asked them to indicate how much 
support they expect to receive from this co-worker when they need it on a 5 point scale from 
1 (not at all) to 5 (very much).  
Support given. In addition, participants also rated how much support they would give 
to this co-worker when they are asked on a 5 point scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much). 
Results 
Sexism as a negative experience and tolerance of sexism as a positive experience. 
As we did for Study 2, we tested whether women’s wellbeing had any relationship with 
sexism and tolerance of sexism. Sexism was associated with depression, b=.21, t(376)=2.48, 
p=.01, CI[.04, .37], meaning that more frequent experiences of sexism were associated with 
increased depression. However, more peers’ tolerance of sexism decreased feeling 
depression, b=-.11, t(376)=-1.72, p=.09, CI[-.23, .02]. However, the main effect of manager’s 
tolerance of sexism on depression was not significant, b=-.02, t(376)=-.41, p=.68, CI[-.14, .09]. 
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Nevertheless, the main effect emerged for policy level tolerance of sexism was significant, 
b=-.11, t(376)=-2.27, p=.02, CI[-.21, -.01]. This showed that policy level tolerance of sexism 
decreased depression.  
 We then tested whether the effect observed for depression was also evident on anger. 
Results showed that experiencing sexism was associated with increased anger,  b=.18, 
t(376)=2.02, p=.04, CI[.00, .35]. Although there was no effects of peers’ tolerance of sexism, 
b=-.07, t(376)=-1.13, p=.26, CI[-.20, .05], manager’s tolerance of sexism, b=-.06, t(376)=-.96, 
p=.33, CI[-.18, .06], policy level tolerance of sexism, b=-.03, t(376)=-.55, p=.58, CI[-.13, .07], 
the trend showed that the less tolerance of sexism was associated with decreased anger.  
 Next, we analysed whether anxiety was predicted by sexism and tolerance of sexism. 
Findings showed that experience of sexism increased anxiety even though this main effect 
was not significant, b=.14, t(376)=1.52, p=.13, CI[-.04, .32]. There were also no significant 
main effect of peers’ tolerance of sexism, b=-.07, t(376)=-1.03, p=.30, CI[-.20, .06] as well as 
no main effect of manager’s tolerance of sexism, b=-.07, t(376)=-1.05, p=.30, CI[-.19, .06]. 
However, policy level of tolerance of sexism showed a main effect on anxiety, b=-.14, t(376)=-
2.59, p=.01, CI[-.24, -.03]. 
 Finally, we looked at whether sexism and tolerance of sexism were associated with 
women’s personal self-esteem. Results showed that sexism was not significantly associated 
with personal self-esteem, b=-.09, t(376)=-1.13, p=.26, CI[-.24, .06]. There was no significant 
main effects of peers, tolerance of sexism, b=.10, t(376)=1.65, p=.10, CI[-.02, .21], and no 
significant main effects of manager’s tolerance of sexism, b=-.01, t(376)=-.20, p=.84, CI[-.12, 
.10]. However, findings showed that the more perceived policy level tolerance of sexism was 
associated with increased personal self-esteem, b=.10, t(376)=2.18, p=.03, CI[.01, .06]. 
Social support taken. The main effect of sexism on women’s support received from 
female colleagues was not significant, b = .11, t(359) = 1.04, p = .30, 95% CI [-.10, .32]. For 
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peer tolerance of sexism, there was not evidence of a statistically significant main effect, b = 
.11, t(359) = 1.42, p = .15, 95% CI [-.04, .26], or interaction with sexism, b = -.08, t(359) = -.51, 
p = .61`, 95% CI [-.38, .22]. Similarly, manager tolerance of sexism did not show a 
statistically significant main effect, b = .11, t(359) = 1.21, p = .23, 95% CI [-.05, .23], nor did it 
interact with sexism, b = .06, t(359) = .39, p = .70, 95% CI [-.23, .35]. While policy-level 
tolerance of sexism was included for completeness, neither the main effect of policy-level 
tolerance of sexism, b = .03, t(359) = .46, p = .65, 95% CI [-.09, .14], nor the interaction 
between sexism and policy level tolerance of sexism, b = .12, t(359) = .97, p = .33, 95% CI [-
.12, .36], attained statistical significance.  
Social support given. The main effect of sexism on women’s support given to female 
colleagues was not significant, b = .07, t(359) = .85, p = .40, 95% CI [-.09, .23]. For peer 
tolerance of sexism, there was not evidence of a statistically significant main effect, b = -.05, 
t(359) = -.86, p = .39, 95% CI [-.17, .07], or interaction with sexism, b = -.11, t(359) = -.91, p = 
.36, 95% CI [-.35, .13]. Similarly, manager tolerance of sexism did not show a statistically 
significant main effect, b = .10, t(359) = 1.74, p = .10, 95% CI [-.01, .21], nor did it interact 
with sexism, b = .17, t(359) = 1.48, p = .14, 95% CI [-.06, .40]. In a similar vein, neither the 
main effect of policy-level tolerance of sexism, b = .08, t(359) = 1.64, p = .10, 95% CI [-.02, 
.17], nor the interaction between sexism and policy level tolerance of sexism, b = .10, t(359) = 
1.03, p = .30, 95% CI [-.09, .29], reached statistical significance. 
Study 4 
In this section, readers can find a description of additional exploratory measures 
included in Study 4 that are not described in the main text of the article.  
Method 
Affect. Affect items were identical to those in Study 2 and 3. Therefore, it had 3 
subscales: depression (α=.94), anger (α=.86), and anxiety (α=.78).  
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 Personal Self Esteem. We used the same personal self-esteem scale as in Study 2 and 
3 (α=.90).  
Social support taken. This measure was identical to the social support taken measure 
in Study 3.  
Social support given. This measure was identical to the social support given measure 
in Study 3.  
Results 
Sexism as a negative experience and tolerance of sexism as a positive experience. 
As in Study 2 and 3, we subsequently assessed support for the notion that sexism is a 
negative experience and tolerance of sexism is a positive experience. Although the main 
effect of sexism was not significant on depression, b=.11, t(370)=1.24, p=.21, CI[-.06, .29], the 
trend showed that experiencing sexism was associated with increased depression. However, 
as in Study 2, less perceived peers’ tolerance of sexism was associated with decreased 
depression, b=-.16, t(370)=-2.45, p=.01, CI[-.28, -.31]. In addition, manager’s tolerance and 
policy level tolerance were also negatively associated with depression even though no 
significant main effect emerged neither for manager’s tolerance of sexism, b=-.00, t(370)=-.05, 
p=.96, CI[-.12, .12] nor for policy level tolerance of sexism, b=-.06, t(370)=-1.34, p=.26, CI[-
.15, .04].  
 Anger did not show significant associations with sexism, b=.03, t(370)=.34, p=.73, CI[-
.18, .13],  peers’ tolerance of sexism, b=-.10, t(370)=-1.52, p=.13, CI[-.22, .03],  manager’s 
tolerance of sexism, b=.01, t(370)=.14, p=.89, CI[-.11, .13], and policy level tolerance of 
sexism, b=-.01, t(370)=-.31, p=.75, CI[-.11, .08].  
 We then examined whether anxiety was associated with sexism and tolerance of 
sexism measures. Findings showed that no significant main effects emerged for sexism, 
b=.01, t(370)=.14, p=.89, CI[-.16, .18]. However, the main effect of peers’ tolerance of sexism 
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significantly predicted anxiety, b=-.22, t(370)=-3.08, p=.002, CI[-.36, -.08]. In other words, 
more perceived peers’ tolerance of sexism was associated with decreased anxiety. However, 
no significant main effect of manager’s tolerance of sexism, b=-.03, t(370)=.38, p=..70, CI[-
.11, .16], and policy level tolerance of sexism, b=-.03, t(370)=-.48, p=.63, CI[-.13, .08], were 
found significant.  
 Finally, we tested whether personal self-esteem was predicted by sexism and 
tolerance of sexism. No significant main effect emerged, for sexism, b=-.07, t(370)=-1.00, 
p=..32, CI[-.07, .21], for peers’ tolerance of sexism, b=.09, t(370)=1.52, p=.13, CI[-.02, .20], 
for managers’ tolerance of sexism, b=-.02, t(370)=-.40, p=..69, CI[-.13, .08]. However, more 
policy level tolerance of sexism was associated with increased personal self-esteem, b=-.11, 
t(370)=2.62, p=.009, CI[.03, .20].  
Social support taken. The main effect of sexism on women’s support received from 
female colleagues was not significant, b = .12, t(367) = 1.17, p = .24, 95% CI [-.08, .32]. For 
peer tolerance of sexism, there was an evidence of a statistically significant main effect, b = 
.23, t(367) = 2.81, p = .005, 95% CI [.07, .39], but there was no significant interaction with 
sexism, b = -.27, t(367) = -1.63, p = .25, 95% CI [-.31, .08]. Manager tolerance of sexism did 
not show a statistically significant main effect, b = -.07, t(367) = -.94, p = .35, 95% CI [-.22, 
.08], nor did it interact with sexism, b = .09, t(367) = .55, p = .58, 95% CI [-.22, .39]. While 
policy-level tolerance of sexism was included for completeness, neither the main effect of 
policy-level tolerance of sexism, b = .05, t(367) = .82, p = .41, 95% CI [-.07, .18], nor the 
interaction between sexism and policy level tolerance of sexism, b = .16, t(367) = 1.28, p = .20, 
95% CI [-.09, .41], attained statistical significance.  
Social support given. The main effect of sexism on women’s support given to female 
colleagues was marginally significant, b = -.17, t(367) = -1.79, p = .07, 95% CI [-.35, .02]. For 
peer tolerance of sexism, there was also evidence of a statistically significant main effect, b = 
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.24, t(367) = 3.14, p = .002, 95% CI [.09, .39]. However, there was not a significant interaction 
with sexism, b = -.13, t(367) = -.82, p = .41, 95% CI [-.44, .18]. Manager tolerance of sexism 
did not show a statistically significant main effect, b = -.07, t(367) = -.91, p = .36, 95% CI [-
.21, .08], nor did it interact with sexism, b = .18, t(367) = 1.22, p = .22, 95% CI [-.14, .47]. In a 
similar vein, neither the main effect of policy-level tolerance of sexism, b = .06, t(367) = .93, p 
= .35, 95% CI [-.06, .17], nor the interaction between sexism and policy level tolerance of 
sexism, b = .05, t(367) = .41, p = .68, 95% CI [-.19, .28], reached statistical significance.
 255 
Appendix E: Materials Used in Study 5 with Full Wording  
[what follows is on paper] 
Welcome to this study! 
This study is about the social life of University of Exeter students. We will ask you 
some questions, show you some videos of other students speaking about how they experience 
studying within the university, and ask you for ideas about how to improve the social 
environment within the university. These ideas will be given to other participants who will 
consider them and provide feedback. You will then answer some more questions and the 
study ends.   
Although your opinions are important to us, if there are questions you prefer not to 
answer, you can proceed without answering them. Your participation in this study is 
completely voluntary. You are free to withdraw at any time without prejudice. We will not 
ask you any identifying information, so your anonymity is completely secure. There will be 
no individual results of this study, we will analyse the results at the aggregate level.  If you 
wish to receive information about the results of this study, please feel free to contact us at the 
address provided.  
This study is part of a PhD research project being conducted at the Department of 
Psychology at the University of Exeter and supervised by Manuela Barreto, David Doyle, and 
Safi Darden. If you have further questions or concerns regarding your participation in this 
study, or if you wish to receive a brief summary of the results of this study at a later point in 
time, please contact Esma Esen Ciftci (PhD student) at ec432@exeter.ac.uk or Prof Manuela 
Barreto at m.barreto@exeter.ac.uk. 












[Information on the screen] 
Welcome to this study.         
 
This study is about students' social life at University of Exeter. Our degrees in the university 
have high academic standing and are designed to prepare students optimally for employment 
in a wide variety of professional careers. In addition to academic life, University of Exeter 
provides many opportunities for students to socialize and network with peers inside the 
university. We believe this helps our students not only with their future career, but also with 
current needs. To ensure this remains this way, or even better, each year we ask students for 
their suggestions regarding social life in the university. Now that you are a member of the 
university community, we would like to ask your views on this.               
 
Today’s session includes five parts. First, you will complete a brief questionnaire. Second, 
you will watch a video of other students talking about their social life in University of Exeter. 
Third, we will ask you to write down your ideas about what could be done to improve the 
social life of students in the university. Fourth, your ideas will be shown to a student who will 
consider the ideas generated by the participants in this study. This is so that we have a way of 
prioritising the many ideas that will be generated by participants. You will be able to see 








As indicated, we will start by asking you some questions. The following questions are about 
how you feel right now. This includes positive and negative emotions that you might be 
experiencing to varying degrees. Please indicate to what extent you are experiencing each 
emotion on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 = not at all and 5 = very much. Please do not think too 
long about each answer—what matters to us is your first impression. 
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To what extent you are experiencing 
 Not at all (1) 2 3 4 
Extremely 
(5) 
1. Worthless o  o  o  o  o  
2.Fine o  o  o  o  o  
3.Worried  o  o  o  o  o  
4.Embarrassed  o  o  o  o  o  
5. Angry  o  o  o  o  o  
6.Calm  o  o  o  o  o  
7.Disappointed in myself  o  o  o  o  o  
8.Discouraged  o  o  o  o  o  
9.Humiliated  o  o  o  o  o  
10.Blue  o  o  o  o  o  
11.Inferior to others  o  o  o  o  o  
12.Sad   o  o  o  o  o  
13.Hostile  o  o  o  o  o  
14.Pleased with myself   o  o  o  o  o  
15.Irritated  o  o  o  o  o  
16.Mortified  o  o  o  o  o  
17.Ashamed  o  o  o  o  o  
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18.Depressed  o  o  o  o  o  
19.Mad  o  o  o  o  o  
20.Fearful  o  o  o  o  o  
21.Proud  o  o  o  o  o  
22.Like a failure  o  o  o  o  o  
23.Secure  o  o  o  o  o  


























[In group identification with Exeter] 
Please indicate to what extent you agree with the statements below on a scale from 1 to 5, 
with 1 = not at all and 5 = very much. Please do not think too long about each answer—what 
matters to us is your first impression. 
 
 









1.I identify as a University of Exeter student.  o  o  o  o  o  
2.I am glad to be identified as a University of Exeter 
student.   o  o  o  o  o  
3.I feel strong ties with University of Exeter students.  o  o  o  o  o  
4.I see myself as a University of Exeter student.  o  o  o  o  o  
 
[Tolerance of sexism] 
Next, you will be able to watch a video. We interviewed some students around campus about 
their social experiences within University of Exeter. Please watch these videos attentively as 
this is important for what will come next. 
 
[Video 1 (a male student talks while a female student is agreeing)] 
1. Questions= Hi! Are you student? 
Answer= Yes, I am. 
2. Question 1= Which year are you? 
Answer=I am a second year student. 
3. Question 3= Do you often socialize with other Bioscience students, or other students 
in the university? 
Answer= Yes, I have lots of friends, mainly in Biosciences, but also in other subjects. 
4. Question 4= How would you describe the atmosphere in the university? 
Answer= Well, sometimes studying is stressful, but we try to do things together to 
relax. Our social life helps us, I think. For example, people often organize themselves 
to do things like hiking, going to the movies, or going to parties together. It’s fun and 
it really helps with the stress of studying. 
 
[Video 2 (a female student talks while her male friends are agreeing with her)] 
1. Question= Excuse me! Are you a student in this university?  
Answer= yes, I am actually. 
2. Question 1= Great! Which year? 
Answer= Third year.  
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3. Question 3= Do you often socialize with other students in the university? 
Answer= Yes, I have met many people. Most of my friends study in University of 
Exeter, actually. 
4. Question 4= How would you describe the atmosphere in the university? 
Answer= I think it’s good, yes, there are a lot of students of all sorts of backgrounds, 
plenty of choice, really. It’s fine, of course there are always people who are less nice, 
more competitive, like, but generally people are supportive and fun to be with. 
 
[Tolerance of sexism: less tolerance of sexism] 
[Video 3 (a male and a female student talk together)] 
1. Question= Hello! Are you a student in University of Exeter? 
Answers= Yes, I am a third-year student.  
2. Question 2= Do you often socialize with other students in the university? 
Answer= yes, sure, I’ve met so many people, I have friends in several disciplines. 
3. Question 4= How would you describe the atmosphere in the university? 
Answer (male student) = it’s great, really good. Being a University of Exeter student 
is really amazing, we get all sorts of great opportunities—sometimes we even get to go 
into business and meet the big players.  
[turning to his female friend, he asks]: Do you remember last year when we went to 
that company? 
Answer (female student) = Yes, I remember, that was cool, except that female students were 
told they had to wear high heels for the visit... 
Answer (male student) = Oh yeah, right.  That wasn’t good.  We all thought at the 
time that it wasn’t right—both the guys and girls were together in this.  It’s actually rather 
sexist.  Not cool really.  We discussed it and decided to complain because we’d rather not 
go on the visit if this was a condition. 
Answer (female student) = Yes, that’s right. 
[Tolerance of sexism: more tolerance of sexism] 
 [Video 3 (a male and a female student talk together)] 
3. Question 4= How would you describe the atmosphere in the university? 
Answer (male student) = it’s great, really good. Being a University of Exeter is really 
amazing, we get all sorts of great opportunities—sometimes we even get to go into 
business and meet the big players.  
[turning to his female friend, he asks]: Do you remember last year when we went to 
that company? 
Answer (female student) = Yes, I remember, that was cool, except that female 
students were told they had to wear high heels for the visit...  
Answer (male student) = Oh yeah, right.  That wasn’t good.  We all thought at the 
time that it wasn’t right—both the guys and girls were together in this.  It’s actually rather 
sexist.  Not cool really, but we decided just to suck it up and go away. 
Answer (female student) = Yes, that’s right. 
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Thank you for watching the video. We hope that it gives you an idea about students’ 
experiences as University of Exeter students. Please think about the video and what you 
heard in the video you have just watched.  
 
[Manipulation check for tolerance of intolerance]  

















1. University of Exeter students 
are supportive of each other.  o  o  o  o  o  
2. Students at University of 




Thank you for answering the questions. We know you are also a member of the university 
community so you might also have some views to share. We would like to ask you to write a 
few suggestions about how to improve the social life of University of Exeter students. Please, 
use the paper and pen placed on the table, next to you. You will have 3 minutes to complete 
this task: Please click on the bar when you start working on this, and the computer will let 
you know when the 3 minutes are over. At that point, please let the experimenter know that 
you are finished. 
Please write your suggestions to improve social life for students in University of Exeter.  
When the time is up, please call the experimenter.  
 
[The computer to say ‘The 3 minutes are now over—please call the experimenter’] 
 
Thank you for this. I will now take your ideas next door. Will is waiting in there to see 
your suggestions. He will consider your ideas and provide some feedback. It won’t take long, 
you’ll just have to wait a few minutes. 
[after 3 minutes—but without telling them it was 3 minutes!!!—the experimenter says, 
orally:] 
 
Ok, here you are. Thank you for waiting. So this is what Will thought about your 
suggestions. Have a look at what he wrote. When you have read that, please click on the 
space bar to answer a few more questions. The computer will let you know when you are 
done. Thanks. 
 
[Sexism Manipulation: Sexism condition] 
• These suggestions are not bad, but they all sound a bit emotional and sensitive. They 
must be from a female student, it’s easy to see that. So I don’t think they are helpful 
for male students. I am not convinced this is what we should prioritise in University 
of Exeter. 
[Sexism Manipulation: No Sexism Condition] 
 262 
• These suggestions are not bad, but I’m not sure they are helpful for all students. I am 
not convinced this is what we should prioritise in University of Exeter. 
 
 






We will now ask you some final questions. We would like to know how you are feeling right 
now. This might or not be the same as at the start of the study—even though these are similar 
questions to those you answered at the start of the study, please do not try to remember what 
you said then and focus on how you feel right now.  
To what extent you are experiencing 
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 Not at all (1) 2 3 4 
Extremely 
(5) 
1. Worthless o  o  o  o  o  
2.Fine o  o  o  o  o  
3.Worried  o  o  o  o  o  
4.Embarrassed  o  o  o  o  o  
5. Angry  o  o  o  o  o  
6.Calm  o  o  o  o  o  
7.Disappointed in myself  o  o  o  o  o  
8.Discouraged  o  o  o  o  o  
9.Humiliated  o  o  o  o  o  
10.Blue  o  o  o  o  o  
11.Inferior to others  o  o  o  o  o  
12.Sad   o  o  o  o  o  
13.Hostile  o  o  o  o  o  
14.Pleased with myself   o  o  o  o  o  
15.Irritated  o  o  o  o  o  
16.Mortified  o  o  o  o  o  
17.Ashamed  o  o  o  o  o  
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18.Depressed  o  o  o  o  o  
19.Mad  o  o  o  o  o  
20.Fearful  o  o  o  o  o  
21.Proud  o  o  o  o  o  
22.Like a failure  o  o  o  o  o  
23.Secure  o  o  o  o  o  







































[Willingness to engage with a female peer] 
If you have a chance to meet Laura, who has done the same task as you, to what extent would 
you like to: 




1.Get acquainted with her  o  o  o  o  o  
2.Discuss your task with her  o  o  o  o  o  
3.Discuss your suggestions with her  o  o  o  o  o  
4.Discuss the feedback that you received 
with her  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
Laura time How much time would you be willing to spend with Laura? 
1. 0-5 minutes  
2. 6-10 minutes  
3. 11-15 minutes  
4. 16-20 minutes  




[Willingness to engage with a male peer] 
If you have a chance to meet Tom, who has done the same task as you (i.e., generating ideas, 
watching videos, receiving feedback), to what extent would you like to: 
 Not at all 2 3 4 
Very 
much (5) 
1.Get acquainted with him   o  o  o  o  o  
2.Discuss your task with him  o  o  o  o  o  
3.Discuss your suggestions with him   o  o  o  o  o  
4.Discuss the feedback that you received with 




How much time would you be willing to spend with Tom? 
1. 0-5 minutes  
2. 6-10 minutes  
3. 11-15 minutes  
4. 16-20 minutes   
5. 21-25 minutes    
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[Willingness to engage with the perpetrator] 
You can also choose to meet Matt, who reviewed the ideas you generated and provided 
feedback. To what extent would you like to: 




1.Get acquainted with him  o  o  o  o  o  
2.Discuss your task with him  o  o  o  o  o  
3.Discuss your suggestions with him  o  o  o  o  o  
4.Discuss the feedback that you received with 





How much time would you be willing to spend with Matt? 
1. 0-5 minutes  
2. 6-10 minutes  
3. 11-15 minutes  
4. 16-20 minutes   
















[Personal Self Esteem] 
Below is a list of statements dealing with your feelings about yourself. These feelings are 
likely to vary from time to time. We are interested in how you feel right now—not in how 
you normally feel. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement on 
















On the whole, I am satisfied with 
myself.  o  o  o  o  o  
At times I think I am no good at all.   o  o  o  o  o  
I feel that I have a number of good 
qualities.  o  o  o  o  o  
I am able to do things as well as most 
other people.  o  o  o  o  o  
I feel I do not have much to be proud 
of. o  o  o  o  o  
I certainly feel useless at times.  o  o  o  o  o  
I feel that I'm a person of worth, at 
least on an equal plane with others.  o  o  o  o  o  
I wish I could have more respect for 
myself.  o  o  o  o  o  
All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am 
a failure.  o  o  o  o  o  
 I take a positive attitude toward 












Please think about the feedback you received on the ideas you generated. Why do you think 
you got this feedback? Please indicate to what extent each of the following statements reflects 
your opinion. 
 Not at all (1)   (2)   (3)   (4) 
Definitely 
(5) 
I received this feedback because of who I am.  o  o  o  o  o  
The person wrote this feedback because of his 
attitudes or personality.  o  o  o  o  o  
He wrote this feedback because of something 
about me.  o  o  o  o  o  
I am to blame for the feedback I received.  o  o  o  o  o  
He wrote this feedback because of something 
about himself.  o  o  o  o  o  
It is my fault that I had this feedback.   o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
[Manipulation Checks for tolerance of sexism] 
Now please think back about the video clips you watched at the start of the study.      Having 
















When female students encounter 
sexism, University of Exeter students 
are able to identify it as sexist.  o  o  o  o  o  
When female students encounter 
sexism, University of Exeter students 









[Manipulation checks for suggestion of ideas] 
Now please think about the ideas that you generated for the improvement of the social life of 
University of Exeter students.      How good do you think your ideas were? 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5)  
Not at all 





How original do you think your ideas were? 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5)  
Not at all 
original o  o  o  o  o  Very original 
 
 
[Manipulation checks for exposure to sexism] 
Now please think about the feedback that Matt gave you on the ideas you generated.     To 
what extend was this feedback...? 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5)  
Negative o  o  o  o  o  Postive 
Unfair o  o  o  o  o  Very original 
Useless o  o  o  o  o  Useful 
Not 
constructive o  o  o  o  o  Constructive 
 
[Demographic questions] 
Which department are you in? 









Attributions.  Attributions regarding to receiving negative feedback was measured 
with six items that formed three subscales. The first subscale assessed whether participants 
attribute their negative experience to self on a scale from 1 “not at all” to 5 “definitely” (two 
items; “I received this feedback because of who I am” and “The person wrote this feedback 
because of something about me”, r(216)=.57, p=.000).  The second one evaluated whether 
participants attribute negative experience to others on a scale from 1 “not at all” to 5 
“definitely” (two items; “The person wrote this feedback because of their attitudes or 
personality” and “The person wrote this feedback because of something about them”, 
r(216)=.62, p=.000). The final subscale aimed to measure self-blame as a respond to negative 
experience on a scale from 1 “not at all” to 5 “definitely” (two items; “I am to blame for the 
feedback I receive” and “It is my fault that I had this feedback”, r(216)=.74, p=.000).  
Results  
Attributions. Attribution measure included 3 subscales: attribution to self, attribution 
to others, and self-blame. These were asked participants regarding the feedback that they 
received (negative experience). Once again we run 2 (exposure to sexism: sexism vs no 
sexism) by 2 (peers’ intolerance of sexism: sexism vs no sexism) ANOVA on these three 
subscales of attribution measure. The results were presented in Table 1.  
Table 1.  
Statistics for attributions (to self, to others, self-blame), showing the main effects of exposure 
to sexism, peers' intolerance of sexism, and their interaction. 
Dependent variable Term F-value p-value η2partial 
Attribution to self   Exposure to sexism 48.82 0.000 0.19 
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 Peers’ intolerance .50 0.48 0.00 
 Interaction  .18 0.67 0.00 
Attribution to others Exposure to sexism 42.65 0.000 0.17 
 Peers’ intolerance .03 0.86 0.00 
 Interaction .78 0.38 0.00 
Self-blame  Exposure to sexism 9.34 0.003 0.04 
 Peers’ intolerance 1.28 0.26 0.01 




 A 2 (exposure to sexism: sexism vs no sexism) by 2 (peers' intolerance of sexism: low vs 
high) ANOVA on attributions (attribution to self, attribution to others, self-blame 
 
   
  
 The results of ANOVA on attribution to self revealed a significant main effect of 
exposure to sexism, F(1,212)=48.82, p=.000, η2partial=.19, showing that those assigned to sexism 
condition (M=2.35, SD=1.15) attributed their experience with negative feedback to something 
about themselves more than those assigned to no sexism condition (M=1.43, SD=.72).  
 In a similar vein, there was a significant main effect of exposure to sexism on 
attribution to others, F(1,212)=42.65, p=.000, η2partial=.17, although the main effect of peers’ 
intolerance of sexism, F(1,212)=.03, p=.86, η2partial=.00, and the interaction effect, F(1,212)=.78, 
p=.38, η2partial=.00, were not significant. In line with what we expected, the findings suggest 
that participants who exposed to sexism (M=3.80, SD=.91) attribute their negative experience 




























































 Comparably, results for self-blame, revealed a significant main effect of exposure to 
sexism, F(1,212)=9.34, p=.003, η2partial=.04. However, as distinct from other two attribution 
subscales, this finding showed that those experienced sexism (M=1.75, SD=.95)  were less 
likely to blame themselves for the negative experience than those experienced no sexism 
(M=2.18, SD=1.09)..  
 The results regarding attribution are plotted in Figure 1. 
 
 
